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Acting Director Greg Sheehan 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1849 C Street N.W. 

Washington, D.C.  20240 

 

BY EMAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS 

RE: Appeal of the Denials of PRT-04846C and PRT-04205C and Request for Oral Argument 

 

Dear Director Sheehan: 

We respectfully request reversal of the Division of Management Authority’s denials of two trophy import 

permit applications.  The first application, PRT-04846C, requested a permit to import an elephant hunting 

trophy lawfully taken in the Ngamo/Sikumi Forest Block in Zimbabwe on March 21, 2015.  The second, PRT-

04205C, requested a permit to import an elephant hunting trophy lawfully taken in the Mbire CAMPFIRE 

District in Zimbabwe on February 25, 2015.  Conservation Force represents both applicants as a pro bono, 

public legal service.  Both hunts generated revenue and conservation incentives to enhance the survival of 

Zimbabwe’s elephant.  However, both trophy import applications were denied in February 2017. 

On April 6, 2017, we submitted a request for reconsideration of these denials, which was also denied in a 

letter dated May 16, 2017.  This second denial relies on a negative enhancement finding made by the DMA 

on March 26, 2015 (the “Finding”).  We turn to you for a final appeal on behalf of the applicants and the 

well-managed and beneficial hunting system in Zimbabwe, which has the world’s second-largest elephant 

population. 

These applications should be approved.  The over-three-year suspension of elephant trophy imports from 

Zimbabwe should be lifted, for three primary reasons.  First, it is based on errors and misinterpretation of 

facts.  The DMA suspended imports without notifying or consulting Zimbabwe.  Given the lack of contact 

with Zimbabwe, it is hardly surprising the three negative enhancement findings made in 2014 and 20151 

are full of mistakes.  When these mistakes were corrected by Zimbabwe’s wildlife management authority, 

Conservation Force, and others, the DMA failed to make the changes, raised new “issues,” and complained 

about not receiving information for which it had never asked.  But this feint does not change the fact the 

reasons given for suspending elephant trophy imports from Zimbabwe did not and do not exist. 

Second, the regulatory “enhancement” requirement has been satisfied several times over.  The benefits 

of lawful elephant hunting in Zimbabwe were proven in the thousands of pages submitted to the DMA by 

                                                           
1 Chief, Branch of Permits, Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe 

during 2014 (Apr. 17, 2014) (“April Finding”); Chief, Branch of Permits, Enhancement Finding for African Elephants 

Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe during 2014 (July 22, 2014) (“July Finding”); Chief, Branch of Permits, 

Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe on or after January 1, 2015 

(Mar. 26, 2015) (“Finding”). 
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the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (“ZPWMA”), Conservation Force, tourist hunting 

operators, and others.  This information demonstrates tourist hunting revenues justify habitat protection, 

fund most elephant management and anti-poaching, and increase community tolerance of elephant and 

other game.  The continued suspension of trophy imports obstructs all this.  It blocks resources ZPWMA 

needs to successfully manage the country’s 83,000+ elephant.  The DMA has redefined “enhancement,” 

and set ZPWMA up to fail the new test by cutting off the support on which ZPWMA relies.  This is a “Catch-

22” situation. 

Third, denial of the applicants’ request for reconsideration is arbitrary, capricious, and contradictory.  The 

Finding’s mistakes should be updated and corrected.  The Finding itself requires this—it promises, at least 

four times, that the DMA will consider additional information when provided and re-evaluate its negative 

conclusion.2  The DMA received such information in July 2015 in response to a May questionnaire sent by 

the Director of International Affairs almost two months after the Finding was made.  Yet, the Finding has 

not been updated or revised.  The denial of the request for reconsideration is wrong.  It cannot be based 

on the best information because the Finding and this denial fail to consider the most up-to-date, complete 

data requested and received by the DMA. 

Therefore, we respectfully appeal the DMA’s errors to you, and request oral argument on the appeal. 

I.   THE SUSPENSION OF ELEPHANT TROPHY IMPORTS FROM ZIMBABWE IS BASED ON ERRONEOUS 

INFORMATION AND MISINTERPRETATION OF FACT AND HAS BEEN FROM THE VERY BEGINNING 

The suspension has been improper from the start.  The DMA’s negative April Finding cited a “lack of recent 

data on what is occurring in Zimbabwe” as the “most significant aspect of our analysis.”3  But an asserted 

lack of data does not justify the suspension because it was due entirely to the DMA’s failure to ask.  The 

April Finding admits that prior to the suspension, the DMA had not reached out to ZPWMA in writing since 

2007, and ZPWMA provided the requested information at that time.  The DMA also met with Zimbabwean 

representatives “at various times in the past 6 years,” but does not claim to have expressed concern about 

a lack of data during those meetings.4  To our knowledge, there is no record of a 2007 information request, 

or any other written request until April 4, 2014.5 

Rather than consulting with Zimbabwe as recommended by CITES Res. Conf. 11.3, or “provid[ing] … specific 

actions that can be taken by Zimbabwe … that might allow the Service to reconsider its findings” and “early 

engagement with the sport-hunting community to maintain positive relations and create opportunity for 

                                                           
2 E.g., Finding, p. 1 & 3 (“The suspension on importation of trophies taken during calendar year 2015 or future hunting 

seasons could be lifted if additional information on the status and management of elephants in Zimbabwe becomes 

available…”), p. 6, 11 (“the Service can re-evaluate this finding, and the suspension on importation of trophies taken 

during calendar year 2015 or future hunting seasons could be lifted, if additional information on the status and 

management of elephants in Zimbabwe becomes available…”). 

3 April Finding, p. 6. 

4 April Finding, p. 1, 2, 6; July Finding, p. 3. 

5 Conservation Force obtained documents in response to a Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) request for the basis 

of the April 2014 suspension.  That production included the April 4, 2014 questionnaire to ZPWMA, but no others. 
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cooperative action to affect [sic] change,” as suggested in an internal memorandum,6 the DMA suspended 

the import of elephant trophies without warning.  The DMA’s failure to engage Zimbabwe or the hunting 

community, and the resultant errors and omissions in the Findings, are so flagrant as to seem intentional.  

This conduct suggests an unpublished policy against regulated tourist hunting as a conservation tool. 

For example, despite identifying a lack of data as the primary basis for suspending imports, the DMA did 

not request updated information from Zimbabwe until April 4, 2014—the same day it publicly announced 

the suspension in a press release.7  ZPWMA was blindsided and its reaction was immediate.  Its Director-

General objected in a letter dated April 14 and sent a 32-page response to the questionnaire on April 17, 

2014.8  The Director-General took the initiative to explain the response, answer questions, and meet with 

FWS representatives in person in D.C.9  (Note that ZPWMA was equally responsive to the FWS’ October 

31, 2014 and May 12, 2015 information requests.)10 

But likely due to the failure to consult ZPWMA and reliance instead upon uninformed, biased sources, each 

negative enhancement finding has contained numerous errors.11  And though the DMA received updated, 

best-available information and corrections, it has barely adjusted its findings and maintained much of the 

same language—and the same negative conclusion. 

The import suspension was based initially on an inexplicable misunderstanding of Zimbabwe’s elephant 

population status and poaching level.  According to the April Finding, the IUCN African Elephant Specialist 

Group’s (“AfESG”) database showed Zimbabwe’s elephant population “had been reduced” from 84,416 in 

2007 to 47,366 in 2012; ZPWMA failed to properly monitor or manage these elephant; and a “2013 CITES 

Panel of Experts” identified weaknesses in ZPWMA’s management, funding, and infrastructure.  The April 

Finding also claimed “over 300” elephant were poisoned in Hwange National Park in 2013, and “anecdotal 

                                                           
6 CITES Conf. Res. 11.3; Conf. Res. 6.7 (recommending that parties intending to take stricter domestic measures first 

notify and consult with affected range states); B. Arroyo, Information Memorandum for the Director (Jan. 8, 2014), 

p. 2. 

7 FWS FOIA Production, p. 747-51 (T. Van Norman, Letter to E. Chidziya, Director-General of ZPWMA (Apr. 4, 2014)). 

8 ZPWMA, Response to Questions Raised by the U.S. FWS to Address the USA Endangered Species Act (Apr. 17, 2017) 

(“ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response”). 

9 Conservation Force, Comment Opposing the Negative Enhancement Finding for African Elephant Taken as Sport-

Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe in 2014 (Oct. 16, 2014), p. 5 & attachments (“CF Oct. 2014 Comment”). 

10 E.g., Conservation Force, Request for Reconsideration of Denial of Permit Applications PRT-04846C and PRT-04205C 

(Apr. 6, 207), p. 2-3, 8-10, 13-14 (“Request for Reconsideration”) (“ZPWMA responded to the first questionnaire within 

two weeks … ZPWMA responded to the second questionnaire in under six weeks; responded to third—not considered 

in the Finding—in five weeks; responded to the fourth—not considered in the Finding—in two weeks; and responded 

to the fifth —not considered in the Finding—within several weeks, with the final plan prioritization completed within 

six months.”); ZPWMA, Response to the USFWS (July 2015) (“ZPWMA July 2015 Response”); ZPWMA, Response to 

the USFWS (Dec. 10, 2014) (“ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response”). 

11 The FOIA production revealed largely dated articles in the record, FWS employees who recommended “unilaterally 

stop[ping] issuing any permits for any trophies from Zimbabwe immediately,” without consulting ZPWMA, and the 

immediate refutation of the news reports by WWF.  One of the most-cited sources in these articles, Johnny Rodrigues 

of the Zimbabwe Conservation Task Force (“ZCTF”), was shown to have alleged “twisted” and incorrect information, 

and was unknown to WWF or the Chair of the National Task Force on Poaching and Habitat Loss.  See, e.g., FWS FOIA 

Production, p. 162, 176-78. 
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evidence” indicated that Zimbabwe’s elephant population was “under siege.”12  These were all reasons to 

justify the suspension in the April Finding.  And none of these were based in fact.  They were factual errors, 

copied language from the positive, 1997 enhancement finding, or fabrications from anti-hunting sources 

the FWS knew already to be unreliable. 

ZPWMA and Conservation Force submitted extensive information to correct these DMA mistakes.  Among 

other things, we explained how the DMA misinterpreted the AfESG database’s data categories to reflect a 

“reduction.”13  Even the AfESG corrected the DMA’s misunderstanding.14  We also submitted seven surveys 

dating from the past ten years, including a 2007 aerial estimate of North West Matabeleland/Hwange to 

correct the April Finding’s incorrect opinion that ZPWMA did not monitor the elephant population.15  The 

surveys covered over three-fourths of Zimbabwe’s estimated elephant range, and were available through 

a website link to “new” surveys which the DMA apparently did not choose to click.16 

This information provided showed that ~105 elephants were poisoned in Hwange, not 300, largely due to 

the quick intervention of ZPWMA rangers and the erly warning and assistance of the neighboring hunting 

                                                           
12 April Finding, p. 3-6; FWS Division of Public Affairs, Service Suspends Import of Elephant Trophies from Tanzania 

and Zimbabwe (Apr. 4, 2014) (“Press Release”) (“Anecdotal evidence, such as the widely publicized poisoning last 

year of 300 elephants in Hwange National Park, suggests that Zimbabwe’s elephants are also under siege.”). 

13 As we previously explained, “The enhancement finding badly misunderstands the currentness and completeness 

of the AfESG’s ‘2013 Africa’ analysis.  That data is updated only through a point in 2012 [as stated in the database], 

and only to the extent the under-funded volunteers of AfESG are able to review and incorporate ‘new’ surveys.  The 

AfESG working group’s pace is not always consistent or speedy due to funding constraints [discussed by the Chair in 

a document we attached from the Sixty-Fifth Meeting of the CITES Standing Committee].  Accordingly, there are ‘251 

new surveys’ advertised on the main page of the Database (which FWS should have visited to get to the ’2013 Africa’ 

report).  These surveys ‘have not yet been reviewed by the appropriate Data Review Working Group’ [page attached] 

and are not reflected in the database tables.  Had FWS clicked the link … it would have counted seven from Zimbabwe 

on the list.  Of the seven, five were completed before 2012.  (In fact, 221 of the 246 ‘new’ surveys were conducted 

prior to 2013 and 185 were conducted prior to 2012, making most of the surveys on this list not very ‘new.’)  Shouldn’t 

FWS be sophisticated enough to understand the database’s limitations?”  CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 10-11. 

14 Zimbabwe requested the AfESG comment on the April and July Findings, which was done by email dated May 30, 

2014 and a comprehensive letter dated November 3, 2014.  The Chair wrote that the July Finding relied on a “serious 

oversight” in the database—the failure to include the 2007 survey of NW Matabeleland in the country total, although 

“this survey was listed in the ‘New Surveys’ portion of the AED website (http://www.elephantdatabase.org/ 

population_submissions/154).”  The Chair pointed out “four other instances in which the use of data from the AED 

presented within the finding’s ‘Population Status’ section demonstrated oversights or misinterpretations as well as 

a fifth instance meriting clarification.”  These included: five surveys conducted between 2006-2010 estimated higher 

populations, contradicting the July Finding’s statement that 2006-2010 surveys indicated “a substantial decline in 

the population”; even if “double-counting” occurred during the Save Valley Conservancy survey the population would 

still have increased, contradicting the July Finding’s criticism; the statement about “a carcass ratio of less than 4%” 

“suggests a conflation of carcass ratios from aerial surveys and mortality rates,” and “4% seems a reasonable figure”; 

and “sample counts are not inferior to total counts,” contradicting the finding’s suggestion and “betray[ing] a likely 

misunderstanding of the relative value of sample v. total counts,” among other corrections.  AfESG Letter, p. 1-4. 

15 Conservation Force, Comment Opposing the Interim Suspension of Imports of Elephant Trophies from Zimbabwe 

(June 6, 2014), p. 4-7 & attachments (“CF June 2014 Comment”).  We also provided evidence of the monitoring which 

supplement periodic aerial surveys, including water hole game counts, road strip and walking transects, and ranger-

based monitoring.  E.g., ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 6; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 

Comment, p. 10-12 & attachments.  

16 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 11 & attachments (including website print); ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 5; AfESG 

Letter, p. 1-2. 
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operator (an act of enhancement as discussed below).  The poachers received deterrent 15-year sentences.  

In response, ZPWMA initiated a “private sector driven fund raising initiative” and “massive [ranger] 

recruitment drive” and increased criminal penalties for wildlife poisoning.  Moreover, ZPWMA’s data 

indicated poaching was lower in Zimbabwe than most other African countries.  Zimbabwe’s elephant were 

not “under siege,” but generally stable or increasing.17 

Moreover, the information proved that the “2013 CITES Panel of Experts” did not exist, and certainly did 

not query ZPWMA’s dedicated elephant management.  The 1997 enhancement finding—which approved 

trophy imports—included almost verbatim language.  It seems this language was retained, and somehow 

edited to “2013,” without any fact-checking by the author.18  These avoidable, perhaps intentional, errors 

undercut the April Finding’s negative conclusion.  The DMA’s express concerns did not and do not exist. 

But instead of admitting its mistakes, the July Finding compounded them.  It continued to claim Zimbabwe 

was suffering from a poaching crisis, lacked updated surveys, and was criticized by a “2002 CITES Panel of 

Experts.”  It relied upon outdated CITES/ETIS reports, incorrectly insisted a historical review of elephant 

management actions was Zimbabwe’s elephant management plan, ignored four pages of explanation on 

quota-setting, and ignored a data-rich report from the CAMPFIRE Association.  The “updated” July Finding 

did little more than entrench the prior finding’s errors and omissions.19 

Once again, Conservation Force tried to rectify these mistakes in a 34-page, substantive comment with 58 

attachments. The comment painstakingly went through and fact-checked each section of the July Finding 

and pointed to information that had been ignored.20  We emphasized the on-going update to Zimbabwe’s 

                                                           
17 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 5-13; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 3-8 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 18 

& attachments; G. Wittmyer et al., Illegal Killing for Ivory Drives Global Decline in African Elephants, Proceedings of 

the National Academy of Sciences (July 22, 2014).  Reduced poaching in Zimbabwe was reflected in the Proportion of 

Illegally Killed Elephant (“PIKE”) after 2012.  In copying-and-pasting from the April Finding, the July Finding incorrectly 

stated that 2013 PIKE data was unavailable.  But it was, as pointed out by the AfESG and Conservation Force.  AfESG 

Letter, p. 4; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 21-22 & attachments.  Updated 2013 PIKE showed the illegal killing of elephant 

fell to 0.4 at the Chewore site and 0.22 at the NyamiNyami site, below the “unsustainable” level.  CITES Secretariat, 

SC65 Doc. 42.1 & Inf. 42.1 (data reflected a “statistically significant” decline in poaching); AfESG Letter, p. 4-5; see 

also ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 25 (providing PIKE 2000-2014). 

ZPWMA’s July 2015 Response (p. 24-31) reports on “Urgent Measures” undertaken to bring about this reduction; see 

also ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 13-14. 

18 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 14; compare April Finding, p. 3-4, with Chief, Branch of Permits, Enhancement Finding 

for African Elephants Taken Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe (July 2, 1997), p. 3 (“1997 Finding”). 

19 E.g., July Finding, p. 5 (failing to address pledge to update elephant management plan), p. 6 (misinterpreting AfESG 

database with almost verbatim language to April Finding), p. 6 (dismissing Save Valley Conservancy survey as “partial” 

and with “double counting”), p. 6-7 (misconstruing carcass ratio in Gonarezhou NP survey), p. 7 (claiming 2012 and 

2013 PIKE unavailable), p. 7 (claiming to lack data on ZPWMA’s funding), p. 7 (citing “2002 CITES Panel of Experts”), 

p. 8 (relying upon ivory seizure reports), p. 9 (complaining to lack offtakes figures), p. 10 (conflating human-elephant 

conflict with PAC offtake), p. 10 (raising a red herring of the CITES approved trade in hides), p. 10-11 (dictating what 

factors ZPWMA must consider in quota-setting), p. 11-12 (failing to discuss the CAMPFIRE Association Report). 

20 E.g., CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 8, 15-16 (explaining how Elephant Management in Zimbabwe was not a management 

plan and quote referred to maintaining trophy quality, not sustainability), p. 10-11 (correcting misinterpretation of 

AfESG database and existence of “new surveys”), p. 11-12 (noting additional surveys provided which refuted claims 

that “very few new surveys” had been conducted, Hwange had not been surveyed, and surveys showed downward 

trend), p. 13 (demonstrating that SVC survey was comparable to prior and “double-counting,” if it even occurred, had 

minimal effect), p. 13-14 (correcting misreading of GNP survey report and omission of sentence in quote), p. 16-17 
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elephant management action plan that was largely omitted in the July Finding (although the DMA was kept 

informed of the process) and the 2014 aerial survey being planned with Zimbabwe’s transfrontier partners 

to be comparable with past surveys, among (many) other things.21 

However, the Finding still does not adequately consider these corrections and submitted data.  As detailed 

in the Request for Reconsideration, the Finding repeatedly copies-and-pastes from the July Finding.  (At 

least half the substantive paragraphs contain similar, sometimes verbatim language to the July Finding).  

The Finding fails to incorporate significant information submitted by ZPWMA or Conservation Force.  Some 

of the errors made are fundamental. 

For example, as in July, the Finding does not consider four of the seven recent elephant surveys provided, 

and cherry-picked from the two surveys it cited (and was corrected by the AfESG).22  As in July, the Finding 

purportedly quotes from a “CITES Panel of Experts” that did not exist.23  As in July, the Finding dismisses 

what it labels as “bright spots of conservation” as being “not enough,” and criticizes Zimbabwe’s lack of a 

“government mechanism” to encourage conservation.  But Zimbabwe was the first African country to give 

“Appropriate Authority” to local communal land holders to manage and benefit from wildlife on their land.  

That authority is exactly the mechanism which incentivizes the existence of populations of elephant, lion, 

leopard, and other dangerous game that otherwise would not exist (see p. 11 below).24  At the turn of the 

twentieth century, the elephant population in Zimbabwe was estimated to be fewer than 5,000.  Now, 

thanks in part to the “bright spots” of hunter conservation and largely to the devolution of management 

authority, elephant populations are stable or increasing.25  They are also sustainably hunted, as explained 

                                                           
(explaining why 2014 national survey did not require cameras and comparability was main goal), p. 20-21 (proving 

“2002” CITES Panel of Experts did not exist), p. 21-22  (providing 2012 and 2013 PIKE data (which had been available 

in July)), p. 22 (explaining that ETIS data is “confounded” by some CITES-authorized, lawful trade in ivory in Zimbabwe 

that is subject to seizure abroad), p. 25-26 (justifying quota-setting process), p. 26-28 (noting omission of CAMPFIRE 

Association Report data), Appendix I (quoting April 4 inquiry and claimed lack of data to demonstrate that data was 

not requested). 

21 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9, 16-17, & attachments; AfESG Letter, p. 4-5.  Please note that the DMA received the 

report of the national Elephant Management Plan Workshop in December 2014, and was sent invitations, agendas, 

and proceedings of the regional elephant management planning workshops as these were issued. 

22 AfESG Letter, p. 2-5 (correcting errors with paragraphs on Save Valley Conservancy and Gonarezhou surveys); CF 

Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 10-14. 

23 The Finding cannot possibly quote the Panel of Experts’ report, which was clearly not reviewed, because the author 

still cannot get the correct date for the Panel after three tries.  The author first chose 2013, then cut off a decade in 

the July Finding.  Perhaps he or she considered 1997 to be a safe bet because Zimbabwe’s elephant population was 

down-listed from Appendix I to Appendix II of CITES in 1997.  However, that down-listing was in the works for several 

CoPs, and Zimbabwe’s elephant status and management were reviewed by the CITES Panel of Experts in 1992.  CITES 

Res. Conf. 7.9; Zimbabwe, Consideration of Proposals for Amendment of Appendices I and II (Prop. 10.27); CITES Panel 

of Experts, Review of the Proposals Submitted by Botswana, Namibia, and Zimbabwe to Transfer Their National 

Populations of Loxodonta africana (1992).  Please note that even if the Finding intends to cite this Panel, their report 

is twenty-five years old. 

24 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 27-30; Request for Reconsideration, p. 16-18.  The Finding (p. 10) criticizes ZPWMA due 

to the commitment of hunting operators to provide enhancement.   That should not be a criticism.  It is a benefit to 

the elephant and other species.  It represents the devolution of anti-poaching and community support obligations 

to the private sector, relieving some of the financial burden on ZPWMA.  Accord ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 14-

16, 27-28; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 4, 17-20, 25-26; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 14, 31-33. 

25 ZPWMA, Zimbabwe National Elephant Management Plan (2015-2020), p. 3-11 (“Plan”). 
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in three ZPWMA Responses and the non-detriment determination.26  The participatory, locally allocated 

quotas represent a fraction (0.37% in 2014 and 0.49% in 2016) of the elephant population, and offtakes 

are even lower—0.23% on average (2010-2015).27 

Rather than accepting the evidence of enhancement and sustainability, the Finding, as in July, twists facts, 

ignores relevant data, claims not to have information, and does everything it can to justify the negative 

conclusion in light of everything that points to a positive finding of enhancement.  The DMA then tacitly 

admitted it had not requested information it claimed not to have when it sent a May 2015 questionnaire 

to ZPWMA.28 

The concerns on which the trophy import suspension was based have been proven baseless.  Zimbabwe’s 

elephant management and tourist hunting system have been proven to benefit the species.  If all of the 

submissions by ZPWMA, Conservation Force, and others are reviewed without a preconceived conclusion, 

then that best-available and most current information requires the suspension to be lifted.  An unbiased 

and open-minded review is what we request by this appeal. 

II.   THE SUSPENSION OBSTRUCTS THE ENHANCEMENT GENERATED BY LAWFUL TOURIST HUNTING 

During the last 38 months and counting, ZPWMA, Conservation Force, and others have provided far more 

than enough information to demonstrate that the “enhancement” standard is satisfied.  Far more than in 

prior enhancement findings.  This information reflects “activities that provide a direct or indirect benefit 

to the species in the wild.”29  Tourist hunting benefits elephant by creating incentives for habitat protection 

and expansion, operating funding for ZPWMA, funding for anti-poaching and “boots on the ground,” rural 

community employment and investment, and much more.  This is not an empty claim.  It is borne out in 

the extensive documentation submitted. 

A. Expansion and Protection of Habitat and Sustainable Funding 

Tourist hunting enhances the survival of elephants in Zimbabwe by justifying protection of two-and-a-half 

times more habitat than in strictly-protected national parks.  Although the ~28,000 km2 in national parks 

contribute greatly to wildlife conservation, the parks are much smaller than the approximately 19,000 km2 

in safari areas, 40,000 km2 in communal/CAMPFIRE areas, and over 7,100 km2 in private conservancies.30  

                                                           
26 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 19-26; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 22-25; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43-

48; ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding for African Elephant in Zimbabwe (May 16, 2014); Request for Reconsideration, 

p. 10-11. 

27 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43 (average offtake of <192 elephant per year), 44 (quota less than 300 in 2014), 

46 (2016 quota). 

28 B. Arroyo, Letter to Minister Kasukuwere (May 12, 2015); . 

29 C. Hoover, Letter to Applicant PRT-04846C (May 16, 2017), p. 1 ¶ 2. 

30 IUCN, World Database on Protected Areas, publicly available at http://www.protectedplanet.net; CAMPFIRE Assn., 

Trophy Imports Suspension and the CAMPFIRE Program (2014), p. 1-2 (“CAMPFIRE Association Report”); Request for 

Reconsideration, p. 17 (citing B. du Preez et al., Sport-Hunting and Lion (Panthera leo) Conservation in Zimbabwe (Jan. 

31, 2016); B. du Preez, Bubye Valley Conservancy Lion Research Report (Jan. 12, 2016) (“BVC Report”); R. Groom, 

Hunting in Zimbabwe’s Save Valley Conservancy (Jan. 27, 2013). 

Note, this estimate does not include all communal areas, but only nine significant hunting areas.  It does not include 

all conservancies (most specifically, the 1,400 km2 Nuanetsi area or the Gwayi Valley).  And it does not include the 
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The revenue from lawful hunting sustains this expanded habitat.  It is obviously an incentive in safari areas, 

but also in CAMPFIRE areas (prior to the suspension), hunting generated ~90% of all revenue, and elephant 

hunting generated three-quarters of this total.31  In private conservancies such as Bubye and Savé Valley, 

operations, anti-poaching, and community programs are exclusively supported by hunting income.32 

Hunting revenue also provides most of the operating budget on which ZPWMA relies to secure this habitat 

and police the national parks.33  Conservation fees charged to hunting clients and others, and hunting fees 

charged for concession leases, licenses, and trophies, are the primary source of ZPWMA’s funds.  Elephant 

hunting fees account for the largest percent of revenue generated across all user-pay land categories (e.g., 

safari areas, communal land, private conservancies, and forestry concessions).  In 2014, over $6 million in 

trophy fee revenue derived from elephant hunts.  Approximately $5 million accrued to ZPWMA and was 

“ploughed back into conservation,” law enforcement, and management.34  Over 50% of the revenue had 

come from U.S. hunters prior to the suspension.35 

According to ZPWMA’s Elephant Coordinator: “the African elephant is one of the biggest drawcard species 

from a hunting perspective and is at the centre of all the major hunts … Generally hunting contributed an 

average of USD22m to the GDP in 2014 and 2015...”36  Most of the revenue from elephant hunting is re-

invested in and contributes to the recovery of the species by being used for law enforcement and anti-

poaching.37  Without this revenue, ZPWMA is hard-pressed to implement its state-of-the-art national and 

regional elephant management plans.  The trophy import suspension reduced, and continues to reduce, 

this much-needed revenue.38 

                                                           
forest reserves that allow sustainable hunting, such as those in the Matetsi/Kazuma Pan area.  The habitat provided 

and protected in hunting areas is even larger than stated above. 

31 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 4; CAMPFIRE Assn., CAMPFIRE Hunting Income and Distribution (Dec. 1, 2015), 

p. 6 (“CAMPFIRE Income Analysis”). 

32 Conservation Imperative, Fate of the African Lion: Bubye Valley Conservancy (sent to the DMA on Feb. 24, 2016). 

33 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 16, 25, 27; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 20-21; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 

48-53 & attachments; ZPWMA Email to DMA forwarding Zimbabwe National Elephant Supplementary Management 

Plan (2015-2010) (Nov. 9, 2016) (“Plan Supplement”); CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 30-31 & attachments. 

34 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 25; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 17 (CAMPFIRE revenue is also “ploughed back into 

wildlife conservation activities in CAMPFIRE areas.  Proceeds are used directly for elephant conservation, provision of 

game water supplies, wildlife monitoring and anti-poaching programs on communal land”). 

35 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 40-41; CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 4; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 6; ZPWMA, 

Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 19; SOAZ, Status of 

Elephant Populations, Hunting, and Anti-Poaching Effort in Safari Areas in Zimbabwe (2014), p. 3-4 (“SOAZ Report”). 

36 ZPWMA, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods (Dec. 2016), p. 9-10. 

37 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 36-41, 48-51; ZPWMA, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods (Dec. 2016), 

p. 9-10.  Salaries and ranger equipment are the largest budget items, and most rangers are used for patrols that 

conduct monitoring and protection/enforcement.  ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 34-36. 

38 See generally Plan; Plan Supplement, p. 6 (“One of the major challenges regarding implementation of the EMP is 

with regards to the adoption of stricter domestic measures by the United States of America.  This has had the net 

effect of further reducing the revenue from hunting into the Authority, which therefore affects the budget allocated 

to resource protection, in particular the elephant in this case.  One of the key impediments towards and full and 

comprehensive implementation of the Elephant Management Plan is limited resources.”); CAMPFIRE Assn., The Role 

of Trophy Hunting of Elephant in Support of the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE Program (Dec. 2016), p. 1, 22-25 (“CAMPFIRE—

Role of Hunting Report”), publicly available at http://campfirezimbabwe.org/index.php/downloads. 
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B. Anti-Poaching and Encroachment 

Lawful tourist safari hunting enhances the survival of elephant by being a key component of Zimbabwe’s 

national anti-poaching strategy.39  Hunting operators are often the first to observe poaching and the first 

line of defense against poachers because concessions frequently buffer national parks and international 

borders.  The DMA was provided extensive documentation to evidence this enhancement, yet somehow 

misinterprets this evidence as a negative. 

The Hwange National Park poisoning referenced in the April Finding and press release was first discovered 

by a hunting company’s team of anti-poaching scouts.  The scouts initially tracked the poachers, and the 

operator and team worked closely with ZPWMA rangers to minimize the damage.40  This is a clear example 

of how hunting operators in the field41 benefit elephant.  Their presence adds to the capacity to police a 

park like Hwange, 1.6 times the size of Yellowstone National Park.  Hunting operators’ anti-poaching teams 

add a significant number of “boots on the ground.”  According to SOAZ, a sample of just fourteen operators 

invested almost $1 million in anti-poaching in 2013, including salaries for 245 scouts.42  (The DMA received 

this data, but has never discussed or cited it in the Findings.) 

Conservation Force submitted specific examples to further demonstrate the operators’ commitments and 

contributions.  One operator in an area bordering Mozambique “picked up over 5,000 snares and arrested 

over 60 poachers (in four years),” with an annual anti-poaching expenditure of $80,000 to $90,000.  The 

scouts have grown so skilled in anti-poaching that they work with ZPWMA rangers to patrol Mana Pools 

National Park, in addition to patrolling the concession.  The operator spent over $95,000 on anti-poaching 

activities in 2016 alone, and more in community payments (as discussed in the next section). 43 

Similarly, a hunting operator discovered the Hwange poisoning because the company’s twelve-person anti-

poaching team patrols the park’s edge.  This is an inherent benefit of tourist hunting.  The company’s anti-

poaching and community programs exceeded $350,000 in 2014.  Ninety-five percent of the company’s 

revenue derived from elephant hunting prior to the trophy import suspension.44 

                                                           
39 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 26-28; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 17; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 27, 33-

34.  

40 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4, 18-19 (attaching email and declaration from operator involved). 

41 The Finding, p. 10, misconstrues this as hunting clients (“armed hunters”).  But our submissions have never claimed 

hunting clients contribute to anti-poaching.  Rather, the extensive operator patrols protect the habitat and provide 

the key enhancement.  E.g., CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4, 17-19 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 22, 27-

33 & attachments; Request for Reconsideration, p. 12-13, 16-18 & attachments (e.g., examples of Charlton McCallum 

Safaris, Lodzi Hunters, Pro Safaris, Martin Pieters Safaris, etc.); SOAZ Report, p. 4. 

42 SOAZ Report, p. 4. 

43 Information for Charlton McCallum Safaris submitted in: CF June 2014 Comment, p. 16,18-19 & attachments; CF 

Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 27-30 & attachments; Conservation Force, Supplementary Comment Opposing [July] Finding 

and Information Provided in Support of a Positive Enhancement Finding for 2015 (Dec. 15, 2014) p. 3-6 & attachments 

(“CF Dec. 2014 Comment”); CF, Supporting Documentation for Comments Demonstrating Enhancement from Tourist 

Hunting in Zimbabwe (Jan. 19, 2015), p. 1-4 & attachments (“CF Jan. 2015 Comment”); Request for Reconsideration, 

p. 12 (citing emails sent to the DMA attaching Charlton McCallum Safaris documents). 

44 Information for Lodzi Hunters: CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 3-6 & attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment, p. 1-4 & 

attachments; Request for Reconsideration, p. 13 & attachments. 
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Another hunting operator along the Zambian border invests over six percent of turnover in a ten-member 

anti-poaching team, and coordinates with ZPWMA rangers to police the over 500 km2 concession (a little 

smaller than Zion National Park).45  In 2013-2014, anti-poaching teams in the Omay communal area (which 

forms a corridor with several safari areas and national parks) conducted 289 patrols, recovered 165 snares, 

and arrested 123 poachers.46 

The revenue from tourist hunting, and especially elephant hunting, underwrites anti-poaching programs 

throughout Zimbabwe.  In the national parks, hunting operators work with and support ZPWMA rangers.47  

Their contributions do not “raise … concerns about the effectiveness of funds utilization” by ZPWMA,48 but 

benefit the elephant and other wildlife by sharing law enforcement costs with the private sector, reducing 

the government burden.  This is a customary and widely-recognized “enhancement” of regulated hunting 

in Zimbabwe and throughout Southern and Eastern Africa.  As we previously explained: 

The examples … are not just “bright spots,” as dismissed in the [July] finding … they form 

a steady beam of light that shines on Zimbabwe’s elephant.  These examples represent a 

consistent commitment throughout the safari community in Zimbabwe, and a shared goal 

of ensuring the conservation of elephant and other wildlife.  That is … enhancement.49 

And that enhancement is being reduced and threatened by the denial of these import permits. 

C. CAMPFIRE/Reduction of Human-Elephant Conflicts 

Zimbabwe was the first African country to devolve control over natural resources to the local communities 

living on that land.  CAMPFIRE’s innovation was to give communities a proprietary interest in the resource, 

including wildlife.50  CAMPFIRE communities rely upon lawful tourist hunting to generate revenues, which 

are used for building schools and clinics, improving water supplies, paying school fees or pensions, shoring 

up food supplies, and more.51  Benefits for rural communities are multiplied in jobs, gratuities, game meat, 

and other financial opportunities much valued in a country with high unemployment and poverty rates.52 

Before the suspension of elephant trophy imports, approximately 90% of CAMPFIRE revenue derived from 

hunting concessions.  The revenue is split among wards, rural district councils, and the national CAMPFIRE 

Association, with 55% of funds directed to ward bank accounts, and 26% of funds invested in community 

projects.53  Elephant hunting was the financial backbone of CAMPFIRE.  Over 70% of the revenue derived 

                                                           
45 Request for Reconsideration, p. 17 & attachments (Pro Safaris Report). 

46 Request for Reconsideration, p. 17 & attachments (Martin Pieters Safaris Reports). 

47 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4, 18; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 22, 28-30. 

48 Finding, p. 10. 

49CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 33 (citing CF June 2014 Comment, p. 17-19). 

50 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 2-3. 

51 From 1986-2006, CAMPFIRE channeled more than $20 million to rural villages and $17 million to RDCs.  CAMPFIRE 

Association Report, p. 3-4, 8. 

52 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4, 7-11; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting, Annex 1; ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, 24-

28 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 15-17 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 26-27, 30-33. 

53 Relying on outdated information, the July Finding (p. 11) and Finding (p. 18) each criticize distribution of CAMPFIRE 

revenues, but generally that has not been an issue in the last decade, since the CAMPFIRE Constitution and revenue-

sharing guidelines were revised.  It is “NOT about noncompliance in disbursement of revenue to communities.  It is 

the quality of services provided by RDCs to communities, e.g. anti-poaching, problem animal control, hunting 
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from elephant hunting.  This exceeded $1.7 million in 2012.54  Over 53-66% of clients were U.S. citizens, 

and from 2010-2015, over $5 million was generated for CAMPFIRE communities from elephant hunts by 

U.S. hunters. 55  However, that number has fallen since 2014.56 

The grant of Appropriate Authority means ZPWMA foregoes the hunting fees in CAMPFIRE areas.  Fees and 

other benefits accrue directly to the communities.  CAMPFIRE communities also benefit from contracts or 

joint ventures with hunting operators.  Conservation Force submitted specific examples of community-

operator arrangements which have reduced poaching and human-wildlife conflicts.  In the Mbire District 

where applicant PRT-04205C hunted, the operator and community maintain a “genuine joint venture.”  In 

2013 to 2015, the operator paid over $1 million to local wards.57  Ninety percent of this income came from 

hunting, 90% of clients were U.S. citizens, and over one-third of the revenue derived from elephant hunts 

by U.S. citizens.58 

Likewise, under contract with the Tsholotsho district council, one operator has paid over $530,000 to the 

community in the same period.  Over $318,000 was deposited in ward bank accounts.  The operator assists 

with village projects on top of these payments.59 

These are two of the many examples of livelihood improvements related to tourist hunting, with reduced 

encroachment and conflict as the intended results.  The continued suspension of elephant trophy imports, 

however, obstructs the benefits generated for local communities and reverses the tolerance gains.60  The 

CAMPFIRE Association wrote four reports that have been submitted to the DMA, including the CAMPFIRE 

Workshop report, to raise the alarm about the suspension’s detrimental impact.  Yet CAMPFIRE’s concerns 

and supporting statistics have not been credited or even discussed in the Findings. 

The positive, 1997 enhancement finding cited CAMPFIRE as the means Zimbabwe used to mitigate human-

elephant conflict.61  In the past, the FWS consistently supported CAMPFIRE.  CAMPFIRE was considered “an 

excellent example of a social program built on values obtained from the sustainable utilization of wildlife 

resources” and “an important political-economic-sociological institution that developed an environmental 

ethic, restored the perception of wildlife as a valuable resource, advocated wildlife management … and 

encouraged the conservation of natural ecosystems and wildlife habitats on tribal lands.”62 

                                                           
administration, that often creates tension.”  CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 31-32 (quoting C. Jonga (Sept. 30, 2014)).  The 

Finding quotes a portion of this email, but still reaches the opposite conclusion. 

54 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 4; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis. 

55 From 2010 to 2015, hunting fees accounted for over $11 million, 70% from elephant hunting and 66% from U.S. 

hunters.  CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4, 8; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 1, 6; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting, 

p. 9-11. 

56 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 22-23. 

57 Request for Reconsideration, p. 15 (citing Chief Sen. D. Chisunga, Land Use Planning at the Local Level, Presentation 

at the 14th African Wildlife Consultative Forum (Nov. 10, 2015)); CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 29 & attachments. 

58 Please see note 43. 

59 Please see note 45. 

60 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii. 

61 1997 Finding, p. 2. 

62 57 FR 35473-01, 35480, 35484 (Aug. 10, 1992), 1992 WL 188531(F.R). 
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In Zimbabwe, CAMPFIRE remains the primary way rural communities benefit from the sustainable use of 

wildlife.  The DMA’s failure to consider CAMPFIRE’s enhancement or damage caused by the suspension is 

irresponsible and detrimental to the elephant.63  CAMPFIRE’s concerns, and the suspension’s impact, have 

recently been corroborated by an independent paper concluding that tourist hunting is important to both 

wildlife conservation and rural development in Zimbabwe.64 

D. Summary of Proven Enhancement 

These direct and indirect benefits have been documented.65  Every hectare of habitat secured, every dollar 

generated for management and enforcement, every snare picked up, every elephant spared based on the 

value of a hunting fee is enhancement.  This satisfies the “special rule” self-imposed by the FWS.66 

Unfortunately, the DMA has chosen to obstruct this enhancement.  It admits “some benefits are shown.”  

But it has repeatedly raised the bar.  Instead of requiring hunting enhance the survival of the species, the 

DMA apparently requires the hunting “ensure” or “guarantee” the species’ survival.  But neither the ESA 

nor the special rule uses those words.  Nor does the ESA or special rule mention detailed financial break-

downs, changes to a country’s accounting, tracking of every dollar spent by a U.S. citizen, or a completely 

flawless system.  The DMA has invented a standard far higher than enhancement, perhaps to legitimize its 

original mistake in suspending imports of lawful elephant trophies and justify continued suspension.  These 

decisions have seemed to be pre-made and based on a political imperative, not the reality of elephant in 

Zimbabwe or the ESA’s legal requirements. 

III.   DENIAL OF THE REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION IS BASELESS AND CONTRADICTORY 

Denial of the request for reconsideration is error.  Like the enhancement Findings, the DMA’s denial letter 

is based on misconceptions.  The letter claims, “[at] the time you originally applied for a permit, the Service 

had reviewed the best available scientific and management data…”67  But that is impossible.  The Finding 

dates to 2015.  These applications were filed in 2016.  (Until then, no permit application was even required 

for CITES Appendix II-listed, ESA-threatened-listed elephant imports.68)  Within its first three paragraphs, 

the denial misrepresents the facts. 

Moreover, the best-available information for 2015 was not considered in the Finding, which copies-and-

pastes most of the July Finding and fails to engage with most of the data submitted by Conservation Force.  

How can a finding purport to rely upon the best-available and most up-to-date information, when so much 

is repeated and so little new and additional information is incorporated?69  Moreover, the DMA was aware 

that it had not asked for all the information it claimed not to have, as shown in the May 12, 2015 request 

                                                           
63 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii, 22-25. 

64 V.K. Muposhi et al., Trophy Hunting, Conservation, and Rural Development in Zimbabwe: Issues, Options, and 

Implications, International Journal of Biodiversity (2016), publicly available at https://www.hindawi.com/journals/ 

ijbd/ 2016/8763980/. 

65 Please see the Index to the Request for Reconsideration. 

66 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)(6)(B). 

67 C. Hoover, Letter to Applicant PRT-04846C (May 16, 2017), p. 1 ¶ 3. 

68 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e), revised by 81 Fed. Reg. 36388 (June 6, 2016). 

69 See generally Request for Reconsideration. 
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for information sent to ZPWMA.70  ZPWMA’s July 2015 Response has not been discussed in any finding or 

otherwise considered, even though it provides information relevant to 2015 and before, and fills in alleged 

information gaps.  Denial of the request for reconsideration is improper because the Finding should have 

been updated, in keeping with its own terms, to consider this 2015 response.71 

Last, although the denial draws a line at March 26, 2015, there is no magic date by which a finding must 

be made.  We have DMA enhancement findings dated in March, April, July, October, and December, and 

there are undoubtedly findings made in other months for other species.72  It is arbitrary, capricious, and 

unfair to stand on a March finding when the DMA knew Zimbabwe was updating its elephant management 

plan and taking other steps to satisfy the DMA’s own critiques and to cut off Zimbabwe’s year-long hunting 

season after three months.73  This line need not be drawn, and should be reversed. 

CONCLUSION 

More than sufficient information has been provided to override the anecdotal information cited as grounds 

to support the April 2014 suspension of elephant trophy imports.  Enhancement has been shown, and the 

DMA’s mistakes in the April, July, and March findings have been corrected in the submissions by ZPWMA, 

Conservation Force, and others.  However, the DMA has not considered a great deal of that information 

submitted, to the detriment of the elephant, CAMPFIRE communities, and well-managed tourist hunting 

system in Zimbabwe. 

Reversal of the over-long suspension is urgently due.  In constantly re-defining “enhancement,” the DMA 

has blocked the very benefits it purports to require for elephant and other species.  Zimbabwe’s elephant 

management strategy largely depends upon the revenues and incentives that come from a limited hunting 

offtake and trade.  We remain concerned that little reason remains for Zimbabwe to maintain such a large 

and costly elephant population, when the incentive of U.S. hunters has been blocked by the U.S. FWS.  The 

continued suspension of elephant trophy imports is itself the greatest threat to Zimbabwe’s elephant. 

The best-available information demonstrates that the suspension was a mistake from inception based on 

anecdote and misinformation.  The best-available information demonstrates that lawful hunting fulfills its 

promise in Zimbabwe—it secures the most habitat, pays for management and anti-poaching, and 

improves human tolerance of elephant and other dangerous game. Because the enhancement standard 

is met, the continued suspension of elephant trophy imports is arbitrary, capricious, and unlawful. 

Last, the best-available information demonstrates that denial of applicants’ request for reconsideration 

was also in error.  The March 25, 2016 enhancement finding is not updated.  Its arbitrary time frame should 

be rejected.  When the best-available information is properly considered, the import of elephant hunting 

trophies from 2015 and beyond should be approved.  When the dependent conservation program of the 

elephant is considered, the permits should be approved. 

                                                           
70 B. Arroyo, Letter to Minister Kasukuwere (May 12, 2015); ZPWMA July 2015 Response. 

71 E.g., March Finding, p. 1, 3, 6, 11. 

72 The DMA made a positive enhancement finding for the import of sport-hunted elephant trophies from Zambia in 

December 2012, and a positive enhancement finding for the import of wild and wild-managed lion hunting trophies 

from South Africa in October 2016. 

73 The DMA apparently has not denied import permit applications for hunts occurring later in 2015, as we are aware 

of an applicant who hunted an elephant in Zimbabwe on May 5, 2015 who has not received a denial letter. 
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Accordingly, we respectfully request that you reverse the denial of these permit applications and order 

the DMA to issue these permits. 

On behalf of the applicants, we respectfully request oral argument on this appeal.  We ask that you provide 

a contact for scheduling or contact our office to schedule this argument. 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 

  

 John J. Jackson, III 

 Regina A. Lennox 

 Conservation Force 

 3240 S I-10 Service Road W, Suite 200 

 Metairie, Louisiana 70001 

 (504) 837-1233 

 cf@conservationforce.org 

 Counsel for Applicants 

 

CC: Craig Hoover 

Attachments: 

- Chart of Key Documents and Quotations 

- Copy of Request for Reconsideration and Index of Attachments 

- Copy of letter denying Request for Reconsideration 

- March 25, 2016 negative Enhancement Finding 
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 April 6, 2017 

 

Chief Tim Van Norman 

Branch of Permits, Division of Management Authority 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, MS: IA 

5275 Leesburg Pike 

Falls Church, Virginia 22041 

 

BY EMAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Re: Request for Reconsideration of Denial of Permit Applications PRT-04846C and PRT-04205C 

 

Dear Chief Van Norman: 

We request reconsideration of the denials of two applications for permits to import hunting trophies of 

elephant taken in Zimbabwe in 2015 (“Denials”).  The first application was submitted by Richard Bonander, 

PRT-04846C, for a bull elephant taken in the Ngamo/Sikumi Forest Block in Zimbabwe on March 21, 2015.  

The second was submitted by Michael Jines, PRT-04205C, for a bull elephant taken in the Mbire CAMPFIRE 

District in Zimbabwe on February 25, 2015.  Conservation Force represents both Applicants. 

The Denials should be reconsidered and reversed for eight primary reasons.  First, they rely upon the 

Enhancement Finding for African Elephant Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe on or after 

January 1, 2015, dated March 26, 2015 (“Finding”).  But the Finding fails to consider significant information 

submitted by Conservation Force, Zimbabwe’s Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (“ZPWMA”), and 

others.  If considered, the negative conclusion would have to be reversed.  The information provided: 

• Establishes that Zimbabwe has the most up-to-date management plan for African elephant in the 

world, with adaptive and regionally-specific action items, clear assignment of responsibilities, and 

means of verifying its implementation successes; 

• Establishes that Zimbabwe has a relatively stable elephant population, as determined by a recent 

countrywide survey; 

• Demonstrates that Zimbabwe has been effectively enforcing laws and policies to protect elephant 

and other species, and has implemented new measures and ramped-up national and local efforts 

to combat poaching; 

• Demonstrates that hunting offtakes are sustainable and based on the consideration of all causes 

of elephant mortality, biological and critical social factors, and scientific recommendations; 

• Reflects the full cooperation of ZPWMA in responding to the FWS’ information demands, including 

production of sensitive budget information that underscores the essential role hunting, especially 

elephant hunting, plays in supporting wildlife conservation, management, and protection, both in 

the Parks estate and community areas; 

• Evidences how the government’s grant of Appropriate Authority to local landholders has created 

a public-private-community partnership that obligates all stakeholders to invest in protection and 

conservation of wildlife on their lands; and 
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• Proves that licensed, regulated hunting enhances the survival of elephant and other species in the 

country by securing habitat, generating management funding, underwriting and supporting anti-

poaching, and incentivizing greater tolerance of elephant by rural community members. 

In sum, because the information provided demonstrates that the enhancement standard is met, and this 

information was not relied upon in denying the applications, we respectfully request reconsideration and 

reversal of the Denials and issuance of the requested import permits. 

Reason for Reconsideration 1: Failure to Consider Best-Available Information 

In the Finding, the FWS repeatedly stated it would review its negative conclusion if additional information 

was provided.1  But the FWS has not done so.  It has not considered hundreds of pages of information in 

the Denials, which rely upon the Finding. 

The Finding was made on March 26, 2015.  Information has been provided to the FWS from April 17, 2014 

through as recently as February 2017 by Conservation Force, ZPWMA, the IUCN African Elephant Specialist 

Group (“AfESG”), the Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe (“SOAZ”), Safari Club International (“SCI”), 

individual hunting operators, and others.2  Most of this data has not been discussed in the Finding or in an 

updated finding, in the two-plus years since the Finding was made. 

Rather, entire paragraphs in the Finding are identical to the July 22, 2014 negative enhancement finding.3 

Because they are not updated from July 2014, they fail to address points made by Conservation Force and 

ZPWMA to correct errors in that July finding.  Moreover, the Finding states in several places that the FWS 

was not provided with specific information.  However, Conservation Force previously cited to where the 

information was provided,4 and ZPWMA submitted additional data in its prompt and thorough July 2015 

response (“ZPWMA July 2015 Response”) to the FWS’ third questionnaire, dated May 12, 2015 (after the 

Finding).  The ZPWMA July 2015 Response was not considered in the Denials, which rely upon the Finding.  

However, the July 2015 Response provides substantial information the FWS asserts is missing.5 

This up-to-date information cannot be ignored.  It demonstrates that Zimbabwe’s hunting program is well-

managed and sustainable.  It shows how hunting in Zimbabwe enhances the survival of the elephant.  The 

FWS’ failure to consider this information requires reconsideration of the Denials.  The Finding is based on 

outdated information, and its reservations have been resolved.  Once the new information is considered 

                                                           
1 E.g., Finding, p. 1, 3, 6, 11. 

2 An index of the information previously submitted to the FWS is attached. 

3 Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe During 2014, dated July 

22, 2014, p. 2 ¶ 6; p. 3 ¶¶ 1-3; p. 4 ¶¶ 1-2; p. 5 ¶¶ 2-3; p. 7 ¶¶ 3-4; p. 8 ¶ 4; p. 9 ¶ 1 (changed “2002 Panel of Experts” 

to “1997”); p. 9 ¶ 4; p. 10 ¶¶ 1-4; p. 11 ¶¶ 3-5; p. 12 ¶¶ 1-2, 5; p. 13 ¶ 1-2; p. 17 ¶ 3; p. 18 ¶¶ 2, 4; see also paragraphs 

in which several sentences are identical or nearly so: p. 4 ¶¶ 3-4; p. 5 ¶ 1; p. 6 ¶ 3-4; p. 7 ¶ 2; p. 8 ¶ 3; p. 9 ¶ 3; p. 14 

¶ 4 (changed numbers of RDCs); p. 16 ¶ 4; p. 17 ¶ 5; p. 18 ¶ 3. 

4 Conservation Force also provided an Appendix that cross-referenced statements claiming not to have information 

against the FWS’ April 4, 2014 questionnaire to ZPWMA, which did not ask for much of this information.  Conservation 

Force, Comment Opposing the Negative Enhancement Finding for African Elephant Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies 

in Zimbabwe in 2014, dated Oct. 16, 2014 (“CF Oct. Comment”), passim, & Appendix 1. 

5 E.g., Compare Finding, p. 9, 11 (seeking revenue information), p. 11 (seeking offtake information) with ZPWMA July 

2015 Response, p. 36-43 (providing revenue and offtake tables). 
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by the FWS, the “enhancement” generated by elephant hunting is clear, and the requested permits should 

issue. 

The urgency of issuing these permits has not changed since the suspension was imposed in April 2014.  As 

the Finding recognizes, elephant hunting generates operating budget revenue for ZPWMA, incentives for 

Zimbabwe’s community-based natural resources management program (CAMPFIRE), anti-poaching, and 

more.  The information provided, including two CAMPFIRE reports, a SOAZ report, the ZPWMA July 2015 

Response and more, makes clear that American elephant hunters are the largest source of these benefits.6  

Continued refusal to issue import permits jeopardizes this enhancement and the survival of the species. 

The failure to consider the best-available information is made worse because ZPWMA responded promptly 

to the FWS’ requests.  ZPWMA responded to the first questionnaire within two weeks.  Its Director-General 

and high-level representatives immediately traveled to DC to reinforce their response.  ZPWMA responded 

to the second questionnaire in under six weeks; responded to third—not considered in the Finding—in five 

weeks; responded to the fourth—not considered in the Finding—in two weeks; and responded to the fifth 

—not considered in the Finding—within several weeks, with the final plan prioritization completed within 

six months.  ZPWMA has repeatedly redirected its resources to provide information to the FWS.  But the 

FWS has repeatedly moved the target to create an unreachable standard and demanded additional, more 

intensive information.  The bar has been raised beyond “enhancement.”  The FWS has acknowledged that 

elephant benefit from well-managed hunting.7  But the Finding seems to require more than well-managed 

—it seeks management perfection.  That is simply not possible, either in Zimbabwe or in this country (even 

the FWS is constrained by limited resources). 

The information submitted shows that licensed, regulated hunting increases habitat security, generates 

law enforcement funding and support, and incentivizes tolerance for elephant.  It shows a sustainable use 

of elephant at a level far too low to be detrimental.  It shows that the enhancement standard, as originally 

defined8 has been met.  Thus, the Denials should be reconsidered and reversed. 

                                                           
6 E.g., ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 40-41 (“The US hunting market constitutes 51% and 54% of elephant trophy 

hunting in Zimbabwe for the years 2013 and 2014 respectively.”); CAMPFIRE Association, Trophy Imports Suspension 

and the CAMPFIRE Program) (2014), p. 4 (“CAMPFIRE Association Report”) (U.S. hunters represent two-thirds or more 

of CAMPFIRE clients); E. Gandiwa, Proceedings of the CAMPFIRE Stakeholders’ Workshop: Towards the Development 

of a New Elephant Management Plan and Policy (Nov. 2014) (“CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings”), p. 6-21; CAMPFIRE 

Association, CAMPFIRE Hunting Income & Distribution (Dec. 1, 2015) (“CAMPFIRE Income Analysis”), p. 6; ZPWMA, 

Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 19; SOAZ, 

Status of Elephant Populations, Hunting, and Anti-Poaching Effort in Safari Areas in Zimbabwe (2014), p. 3-4 (“SOAZ 

Report”) 

7 E.g., FWS, Suspension of Import of Elephant Hunting Trophies Taken in Tanzania and Zimbabwe in 2015 and Beyond, 

Questions & Answers (2014). 

8 In denying import permits for elephant from Tanzania, the FWS defined enhancement as: “activities that provide a 

direct benefit to the specie being hunted.  Such benefits could include the use of revenue generated by the hunt to 

support conservation projects or to manage the species.  Other benefits that could result from activities that enhance 

the survival of the species include improving human-wildlife conflicts, anti-poaching efforts, or habitat conservation.”  

According to this standard and definition, and not the one created in the Finding, there is no doubt the importation 

of sport-hunted elephant into the U.S. enhances the species. 
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Reason for Reconsideration 2: 

The Denials Fail to Consider Zimbabwe’s State-of-the-Art Elephant Management Plans 

ZPWMA has recently adopted and is implementing the most cutting-edge elephant management regime 

among range nations, the Zimbabwe Elephant Management Plan (2015-2020) (“Plan”).  This effort attests 

to ZPWMA’s commitment to elephant management and conservation.  The new Plan further exemplifies 

the importance of sport-hunting in this system.  The Denials fail to consider this essential new Plan, which 

the FWS has had for over one year.  

Instead, the outdated Finding errs by considering Elephant Management in Zimbabwe to be the country’s 

management plan, despite being told it was not.9  The FWS’ concerns about a claimed lack of measurable 

outcomes in Zimbabwe’s actual former management plan, the Policy and Plan for Elephant Management 

in Zimbabwe, have been resolved.  As the FWS was repeatedly told, a new management plan was adopted, 

with specific action items, deliverables, and deadlines (as suggested was necessary by the April and July 

negative enhancement findings).10  The FWS knew of the new Plan’s details because the FWS received the 

Plan Workshop Proceedings in December 2014, before the Finding was made.11  The FWS was also informed 

that Zimbabwe would manage each main range area adaptively pursuant to a regional plan.  The FWS was 

sent the proceeding of regional workshops, and the final regional plans as part of the final national Plan.12  

And in November 2016, the FWS was provided with information on the implementation and prioritization 

of these plans at the request of the Chief of Permits.13  In short, throughout the Plan’s drafting, ZPWMA 

and Conservation Force kept the FWS fully apprised of the status and what the Plan would entail.  

However, little of this information was considered in the Finding or the Denials.   

Had the new Plan been considered, these permits would have to be approved.  The Plan incorporates an 

adaptive management framework with higher-level Targets, Key Components, Strategic Objectives, and 

Outputs.  It breaks each Key Component into specific management actions, the achievement of which will 

be measured and verified through Key Performance Indicators (“KPIs”) and Means of Verification of KPIs.  

The Plan sets deadlines and assigns specific responsibility for achieving each Action.  It focuses on five key 

components: 1. Protection and Law Enforcement, 2. Biological Monitoring and Management, 3. Social, 

                                                           
9 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 8 (“Elephant Management in Zimbabwe ‘is not a management plan,’ and FWS should not 

expect ‘specific measurable or management actions’ to be in that particular document”) & related attachments. 

10 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 13 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9 & related attachments; CF Dec. 

2014 Comment, p. 3 & related attachments; CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding invitation to national workshop 

(Nov. 13, 2014); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Workshop agenda (Dec. 1, 2014); CF Email to T. Van Norman 

forwarding summary of Plan Workshop (Dec. 5, 2014); ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 18; ZPWMA July 2015 

Response, p. 9-14, 18-19. 

11 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Proceedings of the National Elephant Management Plan Workshop (Dec. 

23, 2014) (“Plan Workshop Proceedings”). 

12 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding preparatory documents for Sebungwe workshop (May 4, 2015); CF Email to 

T. Van Norman forwarding Mana Pools Workshop Proceedings (May 5 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding 

Sebungwe workshop agenda (May 8, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Sebungwe workshop fact sheet 

(May 14, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding South East Lowveld Workshop Proceedings (Sept. 30, 2015); 

CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding final print of Plan (Feb. 29, 2016); ZPWMA July 2015 Response, Attachments. 

13 L. Nyaguse (ZPWMA) Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Zimbabwe National Elephant Supplementary Management 

Plan (2015-2010) (Nov. 9, 2016) (“Plan Supplement”). 
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Economic, and Cultural Framework, 4. Building Conservation Capacity, and 5. Coordination, Collaboration, 

and Program Management.14 

The Plan breaks down elephant management by range, as their challenges differ.  For example, authorities 

must manage overpopulated elephant and provision of water in North West Matabeleland compared to 

a reduced population targeted to recover in Sebungwe.  These differences are addressed in the actions and 

indicators of each regional plan.15 

The Plan provides for accountability, transparency, and effective implementation in the terms of reference 

for an Elephant Manager tasked with directing elephant management in Zimbabwe.  The Plan also created 

a National Elephant Management Committee and four range-specific committees to review progress and 

oversee implementation.16 

Examples of “Protection” activities include establishing a rapid-response anti-poaching unit in conjunction 

with the Zimbabwe Republic Police, expanding ZPWMA’s informer networks, and connecting national law 

enforcement databases.  Monitoring activities include periodic surveys and setting Thresholds of Potential 

Concern as early-warning indicators in key habitats.  An example KPI for “Building Conservation Capacity” 

is to channel most income from elephant hunting back into elephant management, with ongoing oversight 

through reports on funds available and utilized.17  As these examples show, the Plan incorporates specific 

actions and KPIs, and specific oversight mechanisms. 

The Plan addresses human-elephant conflict in the Social, Economic, and Cultural Framework component.  

The Plan recognizes there is no single solution to conflict, and commits to “undertake additional research 

on problem animal control and minimizing conflict.”  It emphasizes the importance of local communities’ 

tolerance towards elephants through a system of benefits-sharing as a long-term solution to conflict.18 

The Plan also specifically integrates licensed, regulated elephant hunting as a management tool: 

To have a future, elephant must have a value.  Value to the governing authorities and to 

the local people.  The greater the value, the greater the tolerance of them is likely to be … 

Regulated sport hunting converts wildlife into assets for the benefit of local people and the 

country as a whole… elephant and other wildlife populations will be negatively affected 

though reduced conservation efforts arising from low funding and reduced goodwill from 

the communities, when… the elephant has the economic potential to raise adequate funds 

to support itself and other species.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe confirms its commitment 

to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in this Action Plan.19 

                                                           
14 Plan, p. 16-17. 

15 Plan, p. 38-80 (Annexes 9.4-9.7). 

16 Plan, p. 13-14, 35-37. 

17 E.g., Plan, p. 19-27. 

18 Plan, p. 15. 

19 Plan, p. 12. 
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The Plan addresses the Finding’s concerns on every level.  It implements an effective management system, 

with the necessary “specific goals and measures with specific actions to be taken.”20  Moreover, ZPWMA 

provided to FWS a 2016 report on its progress in implementing the Plan and prioritizing implementation, 

including of the regional plans.  The Plan Supplement emphasizes law enforcement and training to combat 

poaching and ivory trafficking.21  The FWS requested the prioritization, and ZPWMA again demonstrated 

its good faith in preparing and providing the document, which was not considered in the Finding or the 

Denials.  Because the Finding’s concerns are resolved and new information reveals an effective, adaptive 

management plan and implementation thereof in Zimbabwe, the Denials should be reconsidered and 

reversed.22 

Reason for Reconsideration 3: 

Zimbabwe has Current Elephant Population Information that Guides its Sustainable Use 

The AfESG recently estimated Zimbabwe’s elephant population at 82,630 ± 8,589 across a range of 81,228 

km2.23  Zimbabwe maintains the second-largest elephant population in Africa, at a level nearly double its 

estimated carrying capacity.24  The population is most concentrated in the North West Matabeleland and 

South East Lowveld ranges.  The current national estimate is approximately 6,000 lower than the 2001 

countrywide estimate, a percentage calculated as “not statistically significant” by the survey’s authors.25  

Zimbabwe’s current elephant population is 20% larger than its population in 1997 (66,000), when the FWS 

made a positive enhancement finding.  The Finding does not explain why a 20% increase is insufficient.26 

                                                           
20 Finding, p. 6.  The Plan applies a multi-tiered approach, using tailored goals leading to achievement of the “Long-

Term Vision,” which is: “To conserve elephants at levels that will enable them to contribute to the conservation of 

biodiversity, national development and Zimbabwe’s cultural heritage.”  The Plan establishes intermediate “Targets” 

to achieving these goals, which are in line with the 1997 Policy and Plan: “1. To maintain at least four demographically 

and genetically viable elephant populations in Zimbabwe[;] 2. To maintain or increase core protected range of 

elephant in Zimbabwe[;] 3. To maintain numbers/density of elephant at levels that do not adversely impact on 

biodiversity conservation goals while contributing to economically viable and sustainable wildlife-based land uses in 

Zimbabwe.”  As in the draft provided to the FWS in December 2014, the final Plan is organized by “Key Components,” 

and then “Strategic Objectives” that explain the “Key Components.”  “Outputs” describe the desired outcomes, and 

are to be achieved through implementation of “Key Activities/Actions.”  That implementation is monitored by the 

KPIs and Means of Verification of the KPIs. 

21 Plan Supplement, p. 6. 

22 As ZPWMA explained, Zimbabwe conserves and manages elephant on every level.  Zimbabwe and bordering range 

states have formed Trans-Frontier Conservation Areas (“TFCAs”) to address the elephant’s migratory nature and 

cross border populations.  Further, through the Plan Zimbabwe implements the action plans adopted by the Southern 

African Development Community (“SADC”), and the SADC Regional Elephant Management Strategy of 2007.  E.g., 

ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 12; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 15; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 12 & related 

attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9 & related attachments. 

23 IUCN/AfESG, African Elephant Status Report 2016 (Sept. 2016), publicly available at https://www.dropbox.com/s/ 

7a8w3kk6r9hzm0r/AfESG%20African%20Elephant%20Status%20Report%202016.pdf?dl=1. 

24 Plan, p. 3. 

25 Plan, p. 3.  As explained above, the Management Plan incorporates regional plans to address challenges unique to 

each range and manage elephant within regional targets. 

26 The Finding suggests an increase to over 100,000 elephant would be acceptable.  P. 8.  As ZPWMA, Conservation 

Force, Rowan Martin, and others pointed out, a population of that size would be a catastrophe for the country’s bio-

diversity.  The Finding does not account for the expansion in Zimbabwe’s elephant since 1997, or the management 

measures implemented since then.  Zimbabwe’s elephant population has rebounded incredibly, from a low of 4,000 
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Worse, the Finding does not rely on this up-to-date estimate, although the FWS received the preliminary 

survey results in December 2014.27  Nor does the Finding rely on the best-available information in the FWS’ 

possession as of March 2015, which included comments from the AfESG and numerous survey results.28  

The Denials should be reconsidered because the Finding relies upon outdated data that was proven to be 

inaccurate by Conservation Force, ZPWMA, and the AfESG. 

For example, the Finding reuses language that cites a statistic from Elephant Management in Zimbabwe.  

The statement was disavowed by its author, and Conservation Force explained how the percent limitation 

was being taken out of context.29  The Finding’s failure to consider information that undercuts a “fact” on 

which its negative conclusion was based is clear grounds for reconsideration.  Similarly, the Finding admits 

the April finding erroneously interpreted the AfESG’s Elephant Database by misconstruing its data quality 

categories.  This error was pointed out in CF’s June 2014 Comment and in a May 30, 2014 email from Dr. 

Holly Dublin, AfESG Chair.30  It was corrected in the July enhancement finding. 

However, the July finding continued to ignore pertinent information in the database, prompting Dr. Dublin 

to send a November 3, 2014 comment in which she corrected several critical points of information.  First, 

the addition of a 2007 survey resulted in the addition of 30,000 “Definite” elephant in Zimbabwe.  Second, 

the results of four recent surveys did not show a “substantial decline,” as the July finding stated, but 

largely reflected stable or increasing populations.  The Finding apparently accepted these comments, and 

edited the prior statements to incorporate Dr. Dublin’s corrections.31 

However, Dr. Dublin offered three more corrections not discussed in the Finding.  Instead, the challenged 

language was copied and pasted from the July document into the Finding. 

• Dr. Dublin criticized the July finding’s dismissal of a 2013 survey in Save Valley Conservancy for 

so-called “double counting,” stating that, even if double-counting occurred, the count still 

reflected an increase in the elephant population; 

                                                           
in 1900.  ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 3; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 7-8 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 

Comment, p. 7, 10 & related attachments.  Compare FWS, Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-

Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe (July 2, 1992), p. 1. 

27 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding preliminary survey results (Dec. 5, 2014). 

28 H. Dublin Email to T. Van Norman attaching AfESG Letter/Comment on July finding (Nov. 3, 2014), p. 2-9 (“AfESG 

Letter”); Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Mid-Zambezi Valley; 2007 Aerial Survey of 

Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in North-West Matabeleland; 2010 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large 

Herbivores in Chewore Safari Area; 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Save Valley 

Conservancy; and 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in Gonarezhou National Park. 

29 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9, 15 & related attachments. 

30 Compare Finding, p. 7; with CF June 2014 Comment, p. 9 & related attachments; H. Dublin Email to T. Van Norman 

commenting on the April finding’s misinterpretation of the AfESG Database (May 30, 2014). 

31 Compare AfESG Letter, p. 2 (“The AED shows, however, that three surveys carried out in this period … estimated 

higher totals than their respective previous, comparable surveys, although the differences were not significant.  A 

fourth survey, Chewore (2010), resulted in an estimate lower than its previous, comparable survey, but the 

difference was also not statistically significant.  Furthermore, the 2010 survey for Chewore did not cover the entire 

Zambezi Valley ecosystem, and therefore it is possible that the apparent decline, however slight, may be due to 

elephant movements within the ecosystem rather than to an actual decline.”) with July finding, p. 6; March Finding, 

p. 7. 
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• Dr. Dublin concluded that a 4% carcass ratio in a 2013 survey of Gonarezhou National Park was a 

“reasonable figure,” and the July finding erroneously “conflat[ed] … carcass ratios … and mortality 

rates, and its conclusion is unwarranted”; 

• Dr. Dublin noted that updated PIKE data was publicly available months before the July finding was 

made, yet “the finding stated that 2012 and 2013 data were not available,” and pointed out that 

the two PIKE sites in Zimbabwe “have relatively small elephant populations and are by no means 

intended to be representative of the situation in the country as a whole.”32 

Given that Dr. Dublin is one of the world’s foremost experts in elephant, due deference should have been 

given to her comments and suggestions.  Conservation Force made similar points in our June and October 

comments as well, and provided comments from the authors of the Save Valley survey report responding 

to the FWS’ statements.33  We provided fice surveys pending the AfESG’s review and not included in the 

AfESG’s or FWS’ estimates, and submitted updated PIKE information showing the Proportion of Illegally 

Killed Elephant had declined at the Zimbabwe sites34—contrary to the July finding’s statements, copied-

and-pasted into the Finding.  The Denials’ failure to review this best-available information, and reliance 

upon out-of-date or misinterpreted information, requires reconsideration. 

Reason for Reconsideration 4: The Best-Available Information Demonstrates that Zimbabwe has been 

Enforcing its National Regulations as Effectively as Possible  

ZPWMA is succeeding in managing and conserving its elephant.  The most compelling evidence is the 

historic increase in its population, to become Africa’s second-largest.  ZPWMA achieved these results by 

largely curbing poaching and successfully prosecuting poachers as a result of adaptive and pro-active law 

enforcement measures.  ZPWMA has also implemented a system of sharing responsibility with the private 

sector and communal landholders so as to share the financial burden of its management and enforcement 

obligations.  The Finding fails to acknowledge these achievements and responsibility-sharing.35  Its failure 

to do so requires reconsideration, and reversal of the Denials. 

Evidence of ZPWMA’s enforcement success was provided in their April 2014 and July 2015 Responses, and 

in Conservation Forces’ June 2014 and October 2014 Comments.  For instance, ZPWMA rapidly responded 

to the 2013 Hwange poisoning incident.  Working with the hunting operator’s team to track the poachers, 

                                                           
32 AfESG Letter, p. 4-5. 

33 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding response from authors of the Save Valley Conservancy survey (Jan. 6, 2015); 

CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 13 & related attachments. 

34 E.g., 2005 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Mid-Zambezi Valley; 2007 Aerial Survey of 

Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in North-West Matabeleland; 2010 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large 

Herbivores in Chewore Safari Area; 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Save Valley 

Conservancy; and 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in Gonarezhou National Park; see CF 

June 2014 Comment, p. 4-7 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 11 & related attachments. 

35 The FWS recognizes “there may be limited resources available for elephant management.”  Finding, p. 2.  However, 

the FWS does not account for this in evaluating ZPWMA’s efforts and results.  “Enhancement” does not call for 

unlimited resources and perfect implementation, it seeks benefits.  The benefits provided through the sport-hunting 

of elephant are clear and convincing, and the Denials should be reversed.  
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ZPWMA successfully arrested all 35 members of the team.  ZPWMA’s investigation and prosecution efforts 

led to the deterrent sentencing of each poacher to terms of 9 to 16 years in prison.36 

ZPWMA specifically responded to the threat of poaching in Hwange by improving radio communications, 

adding aerial surveillance, and holding 35 public awareness meetings in the area.37  ZPWMA then stepped-

up its anti-poaching nationally by adopting a number of “Urgent Measures.”  ZPWMA acted to increase 

poaching penalties, criminalize the use of cyanide in poaching, increase air surveillance of protected areas, 

collaborate with national law enforcement and military agencies to raise elephant poaching to “a level of 

National Security in Zimbabwe,” improve intelligence-sharing across international borders, and other 

important undertakings.38  ZPWMA also held a judiciary awareness program to ensure full implementation 

of relevant poaching laws and penalties throughout prosecution and sentencing.39 

ZPWMA directs most of its financial resources to anti-poaching and enforcement.  As shown in the July 

2015 Response, most of ZPWMA’s budget (77%) is allocated for staff costs and patrol provisions.40  These 

expenditures fund anti-poaching throughout the elephant range.  Despite financial constraints, ZPWMA 

has been able to continuously hire to expand the number of patrol days in the field.  ZPWMA has a staff 

of 1,504 active field rangers, with the intent to add more.41  ZPWMA has shown that it can mobilize when 

called upon: after the Hwange poisoning, a new station with 15 field rangers was established in the area.42 

Over 80% of spending under the new elephant management Plan has been on law enforcement (anti-

poaching) and trainings, with law enforcement identified as the number one priority going forward.43  The 

budget and operational data provided in the ZPWMA July 2015 Response and Plan Supplement addresses 

the FWS’ asserted lack of information in the Finding.  And although financial constraints exist in Zimbabwe 

(as in most range states), ZPWMA has effectively and efficiently maximized the impact of every dollar 

spent on anti-poaching.  ZPWMA’s results in curbing poaching speak for themselves. 

The Finding continues to rely on outdated, unfounded criticisms from the July finding that were corrected 

by Conservation Force and ZPWMA.  First, though the Finding claims not to have received information on 

Zimbabwe’s poaching arrests and prosecutions, that information was not requested until May 2015, yet 

was provided in ZPWMA’s April 2014 Response.  It would be unfair to base a negative finding on data that 

had not been requested.  But the data was provided, and should have been reviewed.44 

Further, the Denials mistaken rely on the Finding’s comments and interpretation of outdated ETIS reports.  

Conservation Force objected to these reports being taken out of context in our October 2014 Comment, 

                                                           
36 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 35; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 18 & related attachments. 

37 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 35; ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 13; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 16-20; CF 

Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 18 & related attachments. 

38 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 27-31; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 16-18. 

39 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 34. 

40 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 36-41. 

41 ZPWMA hired 100 rangers in 2014.  ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 32-33. 

42 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 27; ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 13. 

43 Plan Supplement, p. 3-4. 

44 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 12, 14. 
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and provided evidence of improvements since 2010.45  The Finding’s reuse of these paragraphs, whose 

validity and applicability were challenged, merits reconsideration. 

Finally, as discussed further under “Local Conservation Efforts,” the Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 

devolved authority to manage and benefit from wildlife on communal and private lands to the landholders.  

In Safari Areas, ZPWMA leases concessions to pre-qualified hunting operators, which gives them authority 

to manage and benefit from approved wildlife in those areas.46  “ZPWMA is engaging private players in co-

management in some areas … this will help in resource mobilization and management for law enforcement.  

Long-term lease agreements (10-25 years) are being entered into to manage some protected areas.”47  In 

certain areas, ZPWMA partners with safari operators48; in others, they partner with non-profits, such as 

the Tashinga Initiative in the Zambezi Valley and WWF in the Hwange-Sanyati Biological Corridor.49  In 

these ways, ZPWMA is sharing responsibility for enforcement of national regulations.  This allows ZPWMA 

to do more with less, and has been especially crucial since receipts from hunting have fallen since the FWS 

suspension on ivory imports. 

Reason for Reconsideration 5: Elephant Hunting in Zimbabwe is a Sustainable, Beneficial Use 

ZPWMA’s elephant hunting program is sustainable.  Information submitted to the FWS demonstrates that 

quotas and offtakes are responsibly set in a participatory process, considering a range of inputs including 

all causes of elephant mortality; ZPWMA allocates quotas by region and locality; and recent poaching has 

remained fairly low, especially in comparison to other range states.  This information has been submitted 

to the FWS on multiple occasions, including but not limited to: 

• April 2014: poaching statistics; poacher arrest and prosecution statistics; four-page description of 

ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; 

• June 2014: poaching statistics in CAMPFIRE areas; 

• December 2014: poaching and PAC statistics; offtake percentages from management, hunting, and 

trade in skins; two-page supplemental explanation of ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; 

• December 2014: hunting and PAC offtakes; quota utilization in CAMPFIRE areas;  

• December 2014: carcass observance and estimates from the 2014 aerial survey; 

• March 2015: updated MIKE/PIKE statistics; 

• May 2015: poaching statistics from Mana Pools workshop; 

• May 2015: poaching and offtake statistics in the Sebungwe; 

• July 2015: carcass observance and estimates from the 2014 aerial survey; PIKE data; offtakes from 

six categories requested by the FWS; poaching and poacher investigation, arrest, and prosecution 

statistics; five-page supplemental explanation of ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; quota allocation 

by range; 

• September 2015: poaching and hunting offtakes from the South East Low Veld workshop; 

• December 2015: hunting off-takes and quota utilization in CAMPFIRE areas; 

                                                           
45 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 22 (pointing out that the ETIS report was known to “confound” legal and illegal trade in 

small ivory products) & related attachments.  

46 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 23-25. 

47 ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 19. 

48 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 34. 

49 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 33. 
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• December 2016: two-page supplemental explanation of ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; 

• And more.50 

This long list of information provided refutes the Finding’s complaint that the FWS did not have “adequate 

information” about elephant offtakes, poaching, or quota-setting.  The information was available.  But the 

Denials do not consider it.  If it had been considered, the FWS would have had to make a positive finding. 

This best-available information demonstrates that ZPWMA’s quotas are “scientifically determined” not to 

“compromise[e] [the species’] biological proliferation… In Zimbabwe, determination and implementation 

of hunting quotas goes through a rigorous quota-setting methodology” that accounts for all mortalities, 

including from hunting, poaching, PAC, natural causes and disease.  In setting quotas, ZPWMA considers 

population sizes, trends, and densities; property sizes and habitat quality; environmental changes; human-

wildlife conflict, national policies, and management targets; poaching trends; land tenure; trophy quality; 

hunt success; ranger monitoring; species sensitivity and research on the species; and more.51  Quotas are 

set in participatory workshops for each range area.  While stakeholders may propose an initial quota, their 

proposals are reviewed and revised as needed by ZPWMA ecologists to ensure the quotas are assessed at 

a sustainable level, having negligible impact on the population.52  In 2014, Zimbabwe’s offtake quota was 

set under 300 elephant; in 2016, it was set at 400.53  The level of offtake authorized is well below that of 

export allowed under Zimbabwe’s CITES quota (500 elephant), for good reason—exports may be delayed 

due to transport, taxidermy/processing, or permitting issues. 

ZPWMA’s 2014 quota of 300 mature elephant bulls represents only 0.37% of the total elephant population 

(82,000+).  Zimbabwe’s 2016 quota represents only 0.49%.  These percentages are comfortably below the 

sustainability threshold of 0.6-0.75%.  Most critically, however, actual offtakes are even lower, on average 

only 204 mature elephant bulls per year.  That represents only 0.25% of Zimbabwe’s elephant population.  

The Denials should be reconsidered and reversed, as there can be no question this limited use of elephant 

through sport- hunting is sustainable. 

                                                           
50 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 12, 14, 19-22; CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 2; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, 

p. 16, 22-25; CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-24; CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching newest MIKE/PIKE data 

(Mar. 11, 2015); Proceedings of the Mana Pools Anti-Poaching Workshop (May 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman 

attaching background data on elephant in the Sebungwe range (May 11, 2015); ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 22-

27, 43-49; Proceedings of the South East Lowveld Elephant Management Planning Workshop (Sept. 2015); CF Email 

forwarding Hunting Income Analysis of CAMPFIRE Districts from Hunting (Dec. 1, 2015); ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal 

Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 5-6. 

Publicly available data from the Great Elephant Census identified Zimbabwe as having one of the four lowest carcass 

ratios in Africa, behind only Uganda, Malawi, and Botswana, publicly available at www.greatelephantcensus.org. 

51 E.g., ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 19-22; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 22-25; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 

43-47; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 

2016), p. 5-6. 

52 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43-46; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A 

Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 5-6.  Licensed, regulated hunting has nominal effect on elephant population, 

because of the selectivity of the harvest.  E.g., CF June 2014 Comment, p. 3, 9-10 & related attachments (including R. 

Martin, Second Report: Trophy Hunting from Declining Population (2014), p. 8, 10, 15, 18-20, & R. Martin, Background 

Study, Elephants (2015), p. 34, 56). 

53 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 44, 46. 
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Further, the extensive documentation provided by ZPWMA, Conservation Force, and others demonstrates 

that other offtakes, including poaching and PAC, are sustainable.  Poaching has largely been controlled in 

the last several years, and PAC is kept in check through the incentives generated by CAMPFIRE (please see 

the next section).54 

Poaching levels have declined in Zimbabwe, and across Africa, since the worst of the impact in 2011.55  As 

shown in ZPWMA’s July 2015 Response, a decline in elephant poaching is evident since the high of 223 in 

2011, to 212 in 2012 and 194 in 2014.  (Poaching figures in 2013 are skewed by the mass poisoning incident 

at Hwange National Park that killed 103 elephant, but if that number is “normalized” to 190, it is consistent 

with the decreasing trend.)56  Likewise, the Proportion of Illegally Killed Elephants (“PIKE”) at the Chewore 

and Nyami Nyami Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (“MIKE”) sites in Zimbabwe has fallen: to 0.40 

in 2013, 0.17 in 2014, and 0.29 in 2015 at Chewore, and from 0.81 in 2011 to 0.27, 0.22, 0.37, and 0.35 in 

the years 2012 to 2015 at Nyami Nyami.  The most recent figures are well below the 0.5% threshold which 

signifies unsustainable poaching.57  The decline in poaching undoubtedly stems from ZPWMA’s enhanced 

anti-poaching, as described in the section above. 

Recognizing both a mutual interest, and that collaboration will allow for a more efficient use of resources, 

ZPWMA and the hunting sector collaborate extensively in anti-poaching.  Conservation Force submitted 

numerous specific evidence of this.58  A few examples from this evidence are below: 

• The Dande Anti-Poaching Unit (“DAPU”) in the Zambezi Valley has catalyzed a significant decrease 

in poaching in their areas.  In 2010, DAPU reported 40 elephant carcasses.  In 2016, they observed 

seven.  DAPU team members have grown so skilled in anti-poaching tactics they work alongside 

ZPWMA rangers in patrolling Mana Pools National Park.  Charlton McCallum Safaris spent $95,006 

on DAPU’s anti-poaching activities in 2016, including salaries, rations, rewards, equipment, and 

                                                           
54 PAC offtakes have been between 44-52 elephant from 2013-2015, a negligible amount in a population over 82,000 

elephant, and at or below 1.0% when added to poaching and hunting offtakes.  ZPWMA issues few PAC permits, and 

instead relies on the benefits of the CAMPFIRE program and voluntary actions of hunting operators to minimize crop-

raiding and losses to elephant, and thus minimize PAC.  The CAMPFIRE Workshop demonstrated that this system is 

working, as PAC figures were typically low across the districts.  CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-21; see also CF 

June 2014 Comment, p. 15-7 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 26-33 & related attachments; CF Dec. 

2014 Comment, p. 3-7 & related attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment & related attachments. 

The uncited “anecdotal evidence” relied upon in the Finding is unreliable, and is another incorrect “fact” on which 

the negative finding was based that requires reconsideration. 

55 G. Wittmeyer et al., Illegal Killing for Ivory Drives Global Decline in African Elephants, Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences (July 22, 2014). 

56 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43. 

57 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 21-22 & related attachments; CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching updated MIKE/PIKE 

data (Mar. 11, 2015); ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 25; CITES/MIKE Database, publicly available at https://cites.org/ 

eng/ prog/mike/data_and_reports. 

58 E.g., CF June 2014 Comment, p. 17-19 & related attachments (including SOAZ report); CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 

22, 26-33 & related attachments; CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 3-7 & related attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment & 

related attachments; Proceedings of the Mana Pools Anti-Poaching Workshop (May 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman 

forwarding reports of anti-poaching efforts in Zambezi Valley (Dec. 3, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding 

hunting operator anti-poaching efforts in Zambezi Valley (Jan. 5, 2016); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU 

film (May 9, 2016); CF Emails to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU Reports (June 15, 2015, May 23, 2016, & Jan. 18, 

2017). 
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vehicles.  DAPU’s expenditures in 2015 topped $80,000 and in 2014, they were over $72,000.  This 

is an expanding program, and has contributed significantly to anti-poaching in the Zambezi Valley, 

including through the additional support of aerial surveillance.  Mr. Jines’ hunt took place in the 

Mbire District and with Charlton McCallum Safaris.  Mr. Jines’ hunting fees, including his trophy 

fee and voluntary contributions, are directly contributing to DAPU and the operators’ extensive 

community investment. 

• The SOAZ Report identified almost $1 million spent on anti-poaching in 2013 by a small sample of 

14 operators.  These operators employed a total of 245 scouts on the ground, an average of 17-

18 scouts per company. 

• Lodzi Hunters collaborates with the Binga district council to restore wildlife in their concession, on 

which they have a long-term lease.  They maintain a 12-member anti-poaching team that patrols 

the concession and the borders of Hwange National Park.  Lodzi Hunters coordinates with ZPWMA 

to ensure full and efficient coverage.  Lodzi Hunters’ anti-poaching and incentives programs cost 

the company over $350,000 per year, in addition to their contractual payments to the CAMPFIRE 

district and wards.  95% of Lodzi Hunters’ income comes from elephant hunting. 

In short, the private-sector’s contributions against poaching are extensive.  They were not duly considered 

in the Denials, even though they are an essential component of Zimbabwe’s elephant management.59  For 

this reason, the Denials should be reconsidered, and will need to be reversed based on proper evaluation 

of the submitted data. 

Reason for Reconsideration 6: Revenues Generated from Elephant Hunting in Zimbabwe are Reinvested 

in Elephant Conservation Efforts by ZPWMA and CAMPFIRE Communities 

The information provided to the FWS documents that elephant hunting accounts for the largest percent 

of revenue generated by hunting across all four land categories (safari areas, communal land, private land, 

and forestry areas).  In 2014, over $6.2 million in trophy fees was generated from elephant hunts, with $5 

million of that revenue accruing to ZPWMA to reinvest in wildlife management and enforcement.60  Over 

50% of that revenue comes from U.S. hunters.61  Put differently, “the African elephant is one of the biggest 

drawcard species from a hunting perspective and is at the centre of all the major hunts… Generally hunting 

contributed an average of USD22m to the country’s GDP in 2014 and 2015...”62 

A significant portion of ZPWMA’s operating budget relies upon hunting income (although that proportion 

declined in 2015, as hunting income has decreased, largely due to the FWS’ elephant suspension and non-

issuance of lion import permits).63  Most of this is attributable to elephant hunts.  In turn, most of ZPWMA’s 

operating funds are directed to ranger salaries, anti-poaching, and law enforcement—over $3.1 million in 

Safari Areas alone (and staff costs in Safari Areas are covered by hunting revenues).  Put simply, most of 

the revenues coming in from elephant hunting are reinvested in and contribute to the protection and 

                                                           
59 Plan, p. 12 (“The Role of Sport Hunting in Elephant Conservation”). 

60 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 48. 

61 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 41. 

62 ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), 

p. 9-10. 

63 ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 21. 
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recovery of elephant by being reinvested in law enforcement and anti-poaching.64  The Denials’ failure to 

consider the July 2015 Response and information about ZPWMA’s revenue, budget, and expenditures 

requires reconsideration and reversal. 

In communal areas, elephant hunting is the financial backbone of CAMPFIRE.  CAMPFIRE is the mechanism 

whereby communities benefit from living with wildlife, and largely from living with elephant.  The program 

has built tolerance within communities through creation of incentives, especially due to the funding of 

infrastructure projects that improve rural livelihoods across communities.65  The Finding correctly admits 

that “CAMPFIRE plays a role in elephant management.”  More precisely, CAMPFIRE plays an essential role 

in elephant conservation by reducing conflicts between elephant and the communities who maintain 

elephant on their lands.  Zimbabwe’s Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 empowered rural people living 

among wildlife to effectively benefit from it.  CAMPFIRE is the mechanism created to facilitate this. 

From 1989-2006, CAMPFIRE channeled more than $20 million to rural villages and $17 million to rural 

district councils.66  From 2010-2015, hunting fees accounted for over $11 million in revenue, 70% of which 

came from elephant hunting (until the suspension reduced demand for elephant hunting), and two-thirds 

of which came from U.S. elephant hunters.  Put differently, over $5 million accrued directly to CAMPFIRE 

communities from U.S. elephant hunters until the suspension reduced that amount, e.g., to 54% of hunts 

in 2014.67  (Until then, 70% of CAMPFIRE revenue was generated by elephant hunts and $550,000 in trophy 

fees alone were generated in communal lands in 2014.68)  These income receipts are “often understated,” 

as economic multipliers “are not captured as part of CAMPFIRE income,” and “[t]he proportion of safari 

operating expenses paid locally in the form of wages and salaries, and purchase of materials is often not 

recorded.”69 

According to the most recent audit of participating CAMPFIRE districts, “Data from 9 CAMPFIRE Districts 

… shows that approximately 60% of the allocated quota is utilized and that the majority of hunters (53%) 

originate from America.  These hunters have contributed US$9 million … during the period 2010-2015 

compared to US$8 million by the 40 other nations.... The income generated from trophy fees in the last 6 

                                                           
64 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 36-41, 48-51; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural 

Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 9-10. 

65 E.g., CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 1-11; CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-24; CF Email to T. Van Norman 

attaching CAMPFIRE Income Analysis; CAMPFIRE Association, The Role of Trophy Hunting of Elephant in Support of 

the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE Program (Dec. 2016), p. 12-16 (“CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report”), publicly available 

at http://campfirezimbabwe.org/index.php/downloads. 

66 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 8; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 9-11; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal 

Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 19, (U.S. hunters make up 76% 

of CAMPFIRE clients). 

67 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 1, 6 (“it is highly probable that the decline in 

hunting income for 2014 was largely caused by the suspension of trophy imports by United States of America.  The 

suspension has a lag effect on income, and preliminary calculations of earnings for 2015 indicate a further continuing 

decline.”); CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 9-11. 

68 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 48, 50; see also CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-24. 

69 ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), 

p. 17; see also p. 11-20. 
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years (2010 – 2015) is approximately US$11.4 million of which elephant trophy fees contributed 65%.”70  

In short, U.S. elephant hunters are the critical source of funds for CAMPFIRE communities. 

Hunting funds are invested in projects that benefit the communities overall: building classrooms or clinics; 

purchasing farm equipment; rehabilitating water supplies; purchasing vehicles used in wildlife monitoring 

and anti-poaching; installing solar power; and many other infrastructure improvements.  CAMPFIRE links 

these tangible benefits for rural residents to protection of wildlife.  Its infrastructure creates conservation 

officers and monitoring programs, and employs game scouts, which generates significant benefits for the 

elephant as well.  This is vital because otherwise elephant are largely viewed as threats, not assets.71 

The grant of Appropriate Authority means that ZPWMA foregoes the fees from hunting in CAMPFIRE areas, 

and the fees and other benefits accrue to the communities.  Operators in CAMPFIRE communities contract 

with the district councils, and are bound to pay trophy, concession, and other fees—or more, depending 

on their contracts—to the councils (41%) and to the wards directly (55%).  Conservation Force submitted 

documentation evidencing that many operators contribute much more than just fees.  For example, in the 

Mbire District in which Mr. Jines hunted, Charlton McCallum Safaris operates a “genuine joint venture” 

with the Mbire district council and wards.  In 2013-2015, Charlton McCallum Safaris paid over $1.05 million 

in fees and revenue-sharing, including over $470,000 directly into ward accounts.  The district significantly 

benefits from this partnership, including: constructing a clinic and nurses’ houses; constructing a wildlife 

administration office; constructing storerooms; constructing 14 classroom blocks, seven teachers’ houses, 

and one school office; constructing and equipping of grinding mills; and constructing and equipping two 

hand-pump boreholes, water pipes, toilets, water storage; constructing one tourist camp; acquiring two 

tractors.72  90% of the district’s income comes from hunting and ~35% of that is from elephant hunting.  

90% of hunting clients are U.S. citizens.  In short, at least $330,750 accrued to the Mbire district and rural 

communities as a result of U.S. elephant hunters in 2013-2015.73  This is but one example.  Conservation 

Force has submitted evidence of many more, including contributions of Lodzi Hunters and Martin Pieters 

Safaris, among others.74 

The Denials do not consider the best-available information.  They rely upon the Finding, which cites to old 

and limited data on CAMPFIRE.  The best-available information demonstrating CAMPFIRE’s benefits must 

be evaluated, and accordingly, the Denials should be reconsidered and reversed. 

                                                           
70 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii. 

71 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4, 7-11; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 1-2; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, 

p. 9-19; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 

2016), p. 20-22.  See also CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii (in the period 2009-2015, “96 human lives were 

lost to wildlife attacks, with elephant accounting for more than half of those deaths.  Yet despite these challenges, 

communities still retain a high level of tolerance for elephants, but this support is rapidly dissipating as a result of the 

loss of income from trophy hunting.  This places almost two million ha of land at risk, including the risk of increasing 

retaliatory killing through poisoning and illegal wildlife crime.”). 

72 Chief Sen. D. Chisunga, Land Use Planning at the Local Level, Presentation at the 14th African Wildlife Consultative 

Forum (Nov. 10, 2015). 

73 CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 3-7 (citing Charlton McCallum Safaris, Elephant Hunting in Mbire District – A Perspective 

of the Private Sector (Nov. 17, 2014) & related attachments. 

74 Please see attached Index of Information Submitted. 
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Reason for Reconsideration 7: 

Local Conservation Efforts Effectively Share the Responsibilities of Elephant Conservation  

The Denials should be reconsidered because Conservation Force, ZPWMA, SOAZ, and others have provided 

extensive documentation of the benefits to elephant generated by “local conservation efforts.”  The FWS 

does not discuss this information specifically, but it should.  This information proves that the contributions 

of safari operators, anti-poaching units, CAMPFIRE communities, private landholders/conservancies, and 

associated non-profits are integral to the functioning of Zimbabwe’s wildlife management system.  They 

are not “limited” efforts.  They are extensive, and reduce the burden on ZPWMA’s resources. 

As Conservation Force and ZPWMA previously explained, conservation work is frequently carried out by 

non-governmental entities in Zimbabwe.75
  The Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 devolved Appropriate 

Authority to private and communal landholders.  Through this “government mechanism,” the “legal right 

to utilize and manage wildlife on their property” was transferred to the landholders.76  Due to this transfer, 

non-governmental entities such as safari operators, CAMPFIRE district councils, and private conservancies 

have both the authority and the obligation to protect, conserve, monitor, and benefit from wildlife in their 

areas.77  As ZPWMA wrote: 

Fundamentally, ZimParks supports local efforts by providing a conducive legislative and 

policy environment which allows the private and community sectors to thrive.  The grant 

of Appropriate Authority Status to private properties and Rural District councils is a case in 

point.78 

ZPWMA supports local conservation efforts through training, support, and more.  

The contributions of non-governmental interest to wildlife conservation are not limited or localized.  

Taken together, they cover the country.79  A few examples from the information provided to the FWS are 

below: 

• Lodzi Hunters, in the Northwest Matabeleland and Sebungwe ranges, contributed over $680,000 

over two years to CAMPFIRE wards, to improve livelihoods, employ scouts, and increase tolerance 

of elephant and other species.  The operator also maintains a twelve-person anti-poaching team.80  

Similarly, Charlton McCallum Safaris in the Zambezi Valley shares revenues with Mbire CAMPFIRE 

wards and the district council.  In two years, the fees shared topped $750,000 (of which $380,000+ 

                                                           
75 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 15-16, 23-25; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 28 & related attachments; see also R. 

Martin, Personal Comment: Ban on the Import of Elephant Trophies into the USA from Tanzania and Zimbabwe (Oct. 

2014), p. 6 & attachment, M. Murphree & R. Martin, Shifting Paradigms, Policy and Processes in Conservation and 

Development over the Past Four Decades (2013). 

76 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 15-16. 

77 ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 18-21 (“This arrangement [Appropriate Authority] incentivizes landowners and 

tenants to not only tolerate wildlife, but to conserve and promote conservation and protection of wildlife…”), p. 25-

27 (identifying contributions of safari operators, NGOs, conservancies, communal areas to wildlife conservation). 

78 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 25. 

79 Please see attached map, which shows the breadth of these “local” operations. 

80 CF Jan. 2015 Comment & related attachments. 



17 

went directly to ward accounts) and anti-poaching expenditures topped $150,000.81  Each of these 

operators is lessening the government’s burden of community support and anti-poaching patrols 

by committing their private resources to these purposes. 

• A small operator, Pro Safaris in the Zambezi Valley, allocates 6% of its turnover for water pumping, 

water pan installation, and other conservation activities.  Pro Safaris maintains a ten-person anti-

poaching team to patrol a 40-km international border,82 which allows ZPWMA rangers to focus on 

patrolling the national park instead of the Safari Area. 

• The Tashinga Initiative is a non-profit in the Zambezi Valley that obtains anti-poaching equipment, 

coordinates anti-poaching efforts, and organized the Sebungwe elephant management planning 

workshop.  The Tashinga Initiative is supported by local safari operators (hunting and photo), and 

international donors like the Houston Safari Club.83 

• Also in the Zambezi Valley/Sebungwe range, Martin Pieters Safaris maintains three patrol teams, 

and are helping develop a community-owned conservancy with two additional patrol teams.  The 

company teams have recovered 15,000+ snares since 2007, and their nearly 300 patrols support 

ZPWMA’s monitoring in this area.  The community scouts were intensively trained by the operator 

teams.  These scouts cooperate with ZPWMA against poaching in the Omay and Gokwe communal 

lands.84 

• Save and Bubye Valley Conservancies in the Southeast Lowveld range each spend over $500,000 

annually on anti-poaching and invest another $200,000+ in nearby villages.  The conservancies do 

not draw on ZPWMA resources at all.  They are wholly responsible (and largely depend on hunting 

income) to secure a land area about the size of New Jersey, the world’s third-largest black rhino 

population, and an elephant population that exceeds 2,000.85 

• CAMPFIRE communities monitor poaching losses and PAC off-take.  They collaborate with ZPWMA 

to detect poaching and have developed a mutual informer network together.  They also work with 

ZPWMA and safari operators to avoid problem animal off-takes and non-destructively deter crop-

raiding elephant.86  Because they have Appropriate Authority, they collaborate with ZPWMA, but 

do not need to depend on ZPWMA for wildlife management. 

• The SOAZ report included data from 14 operators across the entire elephant range.  It reported 

on these operators’ monitoring of elephant populations and poaching losses and their anti-

                                                           
81 CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 5-6 & related attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment & related attachments; CF Email to 

T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU film (May 9, 2016); CF Emails to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU Reports (June 15, 

2015, May 23, 2016, & Jan. 18, 2017). 

82 Pro Safaris Report (2016). 

83 E.g., CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding information on anti-poaching in the Zambezi Valley and Sebungwe 

(Nov. 30, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Tashinga Initiative press release (May 22, 2016); CF Email to 

T. Van Norman forwarding article on success in building new communications base (Nov. 14, 2016). 

84 Martin Pieters Safaris, Blog Posts, publicly available at http://www.martinpieterssafaris.com/blog/. 

85 B. du Preez et al., Sport-Hunting and Lion (Panthera leo) Conservation in Zimbabwe (Jan. 31, 2016); B. du Preez, 

Bubye Valley Conservancy Lion Research Report (Jan. 12, 2016); R. Groom, Hunting in Zimbabwe’s Save Valley 

Conservancy (Jan. 27, 2013). 

86 See generally CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings. 
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poaching investment of almost $1 million in 2013.  The 14 companies together employed 245 anti-

poaching personnel, and cooperated closely with ZPWMA.87 

The Finding highlights the Mana Pools elephant management planning workshop.  It should also mention 

the Sebungwe and South East Lowveld workshops.  They exemplify the public-private-communal partner-

ship existing in Zimbabwe because stakeholders have Appropriate Authority.  The Finding reveals the FWS’ 

misunderstanding of Zimbabwe’s conservation system, which requires reconsideration and reversal of the 

Denials.88 

Reason for Reconsideration 8: Enhancement has been Shown 

The FWS has defined “enhancement” as benefits to the species, such as protection of habitat, generation 

of conservation and anti-poaching funding, and reduction of human-wildlife conflicts through generation 

of conservation incentives.  The information submitted to the FWS demonstrates that licensed, regulated 

hunting of elephant in Zimbabwe satisfies this standard.  This information shows how hunting justifies the 

existence of significant elephant range.89  It substantiates the anti-poaching partnership among ZPWMA, 

hunting operators, and communities, and demonstrates the success of their efforts (declining PIKE).  It 

shows that communities are incentivized not to retaliate against elephant (low PAC offtakes).  It describes 

the pre-suspension benefits generated for CAMPFIRE communities.  The success of Zimbabwe’s elephant 

management is underscored by the fact there are over 80,000 elephants in the country, and significant 

anti-poaching gains in the border area of the Zambezi Valley.  

The FWS demands “enhancement.”  It has been shown.  Sustainable offtakes have been shown.  A stable 

elephant population has been shown.  A well-managed and responsive elephant management system has 

been proven.  The continued suspension obstructs this enhancement from reaching the elephant—and 

the people—of Zimbabwe.  We encourage the FWS to stop moving the target.  The FWS cannot continue 

to rely upon a Finding that ignores the facts. 

  

                                                           
87 SOAZ Report, p. 4. 

88 The Finding’s first sentence is almost verbatim to the July finding, and still fails to respond to CF’s objections on this 

point.  We objected that we did not “emphasize the economic impact of the suspension to local conservation efforts,” 

though that information was available in our submissions.  The Finding’s failure to respond to this objection, and its 

cutting-and-pasting of prior writing, merits reconsideration; it clearly does not consider the best-available and most 

current information.  Note that the attachments in CF’s comment also pointed to data showing “whether and to 

what extent these individuals would reduce their conservation efforts based on the inability of U.S. hunters to import 

a sport-hunted trophy,” e.g., in the submitted Declarations, Charlton McCallum Safaris and DAPU documents, SOAZ 

Report, CAMPFIRE Reports, R. Martin Fourth Report, and more.  E.g., CF June 2014 Comment Attachments; CF Oct. 

2014 Comment Attachments. 

89 It should be noted that there is far more land secured in areas which allow, and largely rely upon, sustainable use.  

Compare the approximately 27,000 km2 of habitat in national parks to the approximately 19,000 km2 in Safari Areas, 

~48,000 km2 in CAMPFIRE areas, and 7,000+ km2 in conservancies. 

IUCN/UN, Protected Planet, http://blog.protectedplanet.net. 
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Given all this information, the Applicants request reconsideration, and reversal of the Denials. 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 

  
 Conservation Force 

 3240 S. I-10 Service Road W., Suite 200 

 Metairie, Louisiana 70001-6911 

 Phone: 504-837-1233 

 Fax: 504-837-1145 

 Email: cf@conservationforce.org 

 

CC:  Bryan Arroyo 

 Dr. Rosemarie Gnam 

 

Attachments:  Index 

USB containing information submitted to the FWS by Conservation Force and ZPWMA 

  Map of “Local Conservation Efforts” 

  

 

  

 

 



Index of Information Produced by Conservation Force, ZPWMA, and AfESG 

In Support of Re-Opening Import of Sport-Hunted Elephant Trophies from Zimbabwe  

 

Date Producer Document 

7/2/1997 FWS Positive enhancement finding 

4/4/2014 FWS First questionnaire to ZPWMA 

4/4/2014 FWS Negative enhancement finding 

4/17/2014 FWS Negative enhancement finding revised 

4/17/2014 ZPWMA Response to April 4, 2014 questionnaire sent to FWS, including all 

attachments (“ZPWMA April 2014 Response”) 

5/30/2014 AfESG Email from H. Dublin to R. Gabel, subject “Clarification regarding 

Zimbabwe data” 

6/6/2014 CF First comment on April 2014 enhancement finding and publication 

in the Federal Register, including all attachments (“CF June 2014 

Comment”) 

6/25/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding email from E. 

Chidziya/ZPWMA regarding National Elephant Management Plan 

Workshop 

7/22/2014 FWS Negative enhancement finding 

10/4/2014 R. Martin Personal comment and attachments sent to FWS 

10/21/2014 CF First comment on July 2014 enhancement finding, including all 

attachments (“CF Oct. 2014 Comment”) 

10/31/2014 FWS Second questionnaire to ZPWMA 

11/3/2014 AfESG Email from H. Dublin to T. Van Norman attaching AfESG letter/ 

comment on July finding (“AfESG Nov. 2014 Letter”) 

11/13/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding invitation to National Elephant 

Management Plan Workshop 

12/1/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Agenda for Plan Workshop 

12/5/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching PowerPoint with survey results 

12/5/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman summarizing outcomes of Plan Workshop 

12/10/2014 ZPWMA Response to October 31, 2014 questionnaire sent to FWS, 

including all attachments (“ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response”) 

12/15/2014 CF Second comment on July 2014 enhancement finding, including all 

attachments (“CF Dec. 2014 Comment”) 

12/16/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding CAMPFIRE Workshop 

proceedings 

12/23/2014 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding national Plan Workshop 

Proceedings 

1/6/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding comments from the authors of 

the Save Valley Conservancy 2013 survey 

1/12/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding invitation to Mana Pools 

Elephant Management Plan Workshop 

1/19/2015 CF Third comment on July 2014 enhancement finding, attaching Lodzi 

Hunters and Charlton McCallum Safari documents to substantiate 

enhancement/community investment (“CF. Jan. 2015 Comment”) 

1/23/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman with comment cover letter 

3/3/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding article on ZPWMA anti-

poaching success 

3/11/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching recent CITES/MIKE update 



Index of Information Produced by Conservation Force, ZPWMA, and AfESG 

In Support of Re-Opening Import of Sport-Hunted Elephant Trophies from Zimbabwe  
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Date Producer Document 

3/11/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding invitation to rescheduled 

Mana Pools Elephant Management Plan Workshop 

3/26/2015 FWS Negative enhancement finding (“Finding”) 

4/13/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding article regarding effect of FWS 

suspension on CAMPFIRE 

5/4/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding invitation to Sebungwe 

Elephant Management Plan Workshop 

5/4/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding preparatory document for 

Sebungwe Workshop 

5/5/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding study on elephant in the 

Sebungwe range 

5/5/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Mana Pools Workshop 

Proceedings 

5/8/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding agenda for Sebungwe 

Workshop 

5/11/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding background document on 

elephant populations in the Sebungwe range 

5/12/2015 FWS Third questionnaire to ZPWMA 

5/14/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding fact sheet on Sebungwe 

Workshop 

6/15/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU First-Quarter Report 

7/20/2015 ZPWMA Response to May 12, 2015 questionnaire sent to FWS, including all 

attachments (“ZPWMA June 2015 Response”) 

9/30/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding South East Lowveld Workshop 

Proceedings 

11/30/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding A. Pole/AWF email describing 

Cabinet subcommittee meeting 

11/30/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding email from L. Taylor regarding 

anti-poaching efforts in Sebungwe range (confidential) 

12/1/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding analysis of income to 

CAMPFIRE districts from licensed, regulated hunting (“CAMPFIRE 

Income Analysis”) 

12/3/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding anti-poaching reports in the 

Mana Pools National Park area 

12/7/2015 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching two presentations, one made by 

the CAMPFIRE Association and one made by Chief Chisunga of the 

Masoka Ward in the Mbire District 

1/5/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding information about anti-

poaching in the Zambezi Valley (confidential) 

2/22/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching article regarding ZPWMA ant-

poaching success 

2/24/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman including link to video regarding Bubye 

Valley Conservancy 

2/29/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding final print of National Elephant 

Management Plan (“Plan”) 
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Date Producer Document 

4/20/2016 CF M. Pieters Blog Posts 

4/20/2016 CF Pro Safaris Report 

4/20/2016 CF B. du Preez, Bubye Valley Conservancy Lion Research Report 

4/20/2016 CF R. Groom, Hunting in Zimbabwe’s Save Valley Conservancy 

4/20/2016 CF B. du Preez et al., Sport-Hunting and Lion (Panthera leo) 

Conservation in Zimbabwe 

4/25/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching article “Muchinguri speaks on 

Tsholotsho Jumbo ban” 

5/2/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching article on continued losses in 

Zimbabwe’s hunting sector due to the FWS suspension 

5/9/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman including link to video describing Charlton 

McCallum Safaris/DAPU’s anti-poaching successes 

5/9/2016 ZPWMA Email to T. Van Norman attaching letter explaining use of elephant 

hunting funds 

5/22/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching press release for Houston Safari 

Club grant to the Tashinga Initiative 

5/23/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU’s First Quarter Report 

7/18/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding email from D. Cumming 

confirming “go-ahead” to prepare Supplemental Plan 

7/19/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Mana Pools MIKES site 

information 

9/19/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding article about CAMPFIRE review 

9/2016 AfESG AfESG African Elephant Status Report 2016 

11/9/2016 ZPWMA Email to T. Van Norman attaching requested Plan prioritization 

and Supplemental Plan 

11/14/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding article describing anti-

poaching efforts by the Tashinga Initiative in the Zambezi Valley 

12/27/2016 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding presentation by ZPWMA 

Elephant Coordinator 

1/18/2017 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU End-of-Year Report 

2/1/2017 CF Email forwarding anti-poaching report reflecting implementation 

of the Mana Pools/Zambezi Valley regional elephant management 

plan 

3/6/2017 CF Email forwarding status of Zimbabwe responses to FWS requests 

4/6/2017 CF CAMPFIRE Association, The Role of Trophy Hunting of Elephant in 

Support of the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE Program 

4/6/2017 CF CITES/MIKE, Levels and Trends of Illegal Killing of Elephants in 

Africa to 31 December 2016 

 

Note: This list is not and is not intended to be a complete record of the FWS’ Zimbabwe elephant file.  The 

FWS undoubtedly received information not listed here, including at least two information productions by 

Safari Club International.  We believe that the FWS has received direct communications from applicants 

for import permits, safari hunting operators, ZPWMA, and others. 
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EXCERPTS FROM KEY DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THIS APPEAL 

The charts below contain key quotations from some of the key documents submitted during the thirty-eight months of the suspension.  These documents 

include ZPWMA responses to FWS information requests, reports from the CAMPFIRE Association, reports from safari hunting operators, and the letter 

from the AfESG, among others.  The following charts are broken down by the sub-topics of the March 26, 2015 Finding.  Issue-by-issue, the documents 

refute the alleged lack of data, reliance on “anecdotal” or “antidotal” information, and mistakes in the Finding and provide extensive documentation of 

enhancement. 

All documents have previously been produced to the FWS including, most recently, in support of the applicants’ request for reconsideration. 

 

Management Plans 

DOCUMENT NAME SAMPLE OF KEY QUOTATIONS 

ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response - The Authority supervises the implementation of the plan outside protected areas including communal 

areas, Conservancies, Forestry Commission area and private land. (p. 2) 

 

ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - 1.4 Has ZimParks established specific measurables of management actions for the goals identified in the 

management plan documents that will/are being taken? … Yes we have specific measurables of 

management actions for example: 

- i) Population parameters: numbers, Eg Aerial survey results, age, sex, distribution movement 

patterns through satellite tracking and collaring (through monitoring and surveys), trophy quality 

- ii) Law enforcement effort:  Number of patrols, patrol nights, number of convictions, number of 

elephants poached, number of new Statutory Instruments approved 

- iii) Game water supple: number of boreholes working, number of elephant mortalities 

- iv) Fire management: Annual fire management plans developed and implemented, area burnt by 

unplanned fires, length of fireguards 

- v) Awareness programs: No. of awareness campaigns held, no. of people reached (p. 11-14) 

 

ZPWMA July 2015 Response - The population estimate from the 2014 aerial survey stands at 82,092 elephants.  In the early 1900s the 

elephant population in Zimbabwe was estimated to be about 4,000.  By 1980 the population had 

increased to an estimate of 46 426 elephants.  The population continued to increase … twenty-fold … 

despite attempts to limit elephant population growth between 1960 and 1989 … The human population 

has also increased twenty-fold between 1900 and 2000, resulting in increased demand for land for 
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agriculture and other forms of land-use outside protected areas thereby limiting the area available for 

elephants with a resultant increase in human elephant conflict … The high economic value conferred to 

the elephant through consumptive utilization has also resulted in increased tolerance by local 

communities. (p. 1) 

- Explanation of specifics of Elephant Management Plan (p. 9-19) 

- Zimbabwe has developed a number of national policies, as well as adopting regional and international 

protocols to address poaching.  As explained the 17 April 2014 response to the USFWS poaching 

incidents are handled though a coordinated public-private response, including heightened law 

enforcement, severe deterrent sentencing, awareness campaigns, and substantial donations from the 

private sector to boost ranger and equipment capacity.  Steps were also taken after the Hwange 

poisoning incidents to improve radio communications in that area, as well as establishing a new station 

with 15 rangers, to increase law enforcement coverage.  Aerial surveillance in Hwange and other areas 

has been intensified. (p. 27) 

- It is one of the ZPWMA’s policies to cooperate with safari operators, who provide significant assistance 

by alerting ZPWMA rangers to poaching threats; providing equipment, training and transport; and 

conducting their own anti-poaching patrols among other things. (p. 27) 

 

ZPWMA, Elephant Management Plan 

2015-2020 

- The Role of Sport Hunting in Elephant Conservation: Elephants are a charismatic species but can also be 

destructive when they destroy crops, threaten livestock and even human lives.  To have a future, 

elephants must have value.  Value to the governing authorities and to the local people.   The greater the 

value, the greater the tolerance of them is likely to be.   The local people who live closest to them will 

determine the long-term survival of species like elephant.  Regulated sport hunting converts wildlife into 

assets for the benefit of local people and the country as a whole.  Wildlife can be a most valuable asset 

and in turn empower local communities and provide basic necessities.  When it is viewed as a valuable 

asset, wildlife becomes an economically competitive land use in Zimbabwe, which leads to habitat 

preservation instead of habitat destruction and conversion to agriculture or livestock production.  Game 

animals have a survival advantage because of user-pay stewardship systems where use revenue 

generated from tourist hunters is paid through to wildlife authorities and local communities.  The 

presence of regulated hunting can also reduce illegal activities.  Many hunting operators in Zimbabwe 

have specialised anti-poaching units.  Private operators’ lease agreements are being reviewed to include 

anti-poaching as an obligation of the concessionaire.  Regulated hunting is the opposite of poaching.  

One is a lawful activity designed by government wildlife authorities and experts to perpetuate resources 

and the other is prohibited thievery outside of and away from the system.  The first is like making a bank 
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deposit and the second is like a bank robbery, without sustainable limits.  Trophy hunting revenues are 

vital because there are not enough tourists to otherwise generate income to support all protected areas.  

Eco-tourism revenues are typically sufficient to cover the costs of only some of the parks and certainly 

not to justify wildlife as a land use outside of protected areas.  Hunting is able to generate revenues 

under a wider range of scenarios than eco-tourism, including in remote areas lacking infra-structure, 

attractive scenery, or high densities of viewable wildlife.  Consequently, elephant and other wildlife 

populations will be negatively affected through reduced conservation efforts arising from low funding 

and reduced goodwill from the communities, when in reality the elephant has the economic potential to 

raise adequate funds to support itself and other species.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe confirms its 

commitment to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in this Action Plan. (p. 12, Box 1) 

- v) Private sector: The corporate community participates in elephant management mainly through 

resource mobilization.  Safari operators report poaching and assist in anti-poaching patrols.  Through 

lease and trophy fees they provide revenue to ZPWMA.  They help develop infrastructure, provide funds 

to communities and supplement diets with meat from trophy animals.  Zimbabwe subscribes to the 

principle of sustainable utilisation of wildlife resources including elephants.  Sport hunting is the principal 

form of wildlife utilisation whereby offtakes are adaptively managed and monitored through a 

participatory and science based process.  This process allows for sustainable offtakes, and rigorous 

resource monitoring programmes that allow recruitment within a population to ensure the continued 

survival of the population in the wild.  The high economic value conferred to the elephant through 

consumptive utilisation has also resulted in increased tolerance by local communities. (p. 12) 

- vi) Local communities: Local communities are involved in elephant management in CAMPFIRE areas, 

through sharing of information, advocacy and wildlife protection.  They report human-elephant conflicts 

and carryout some of the conflict management activities.  (p. 12-13) 

- The Importance of Community Based Conservation to the Future of Elephant Management in Zimbabwe: 

The Community Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) of Zimbabwe has 

been widely regarded as one of Africa’s most successful contemporary conservation initiatives.  It 

permits the residents of communal lands – basically the poor rural communities – to share in the benefits 

generated by wildlife utilization on those lands by granting Appropriate Authority to Rural District 

Councils (RDCs) to manage wildlife on communal lands and requiring a certain percentage of revenue to 

be paid to the wards and councils.  CAMPFIRE operates in about 50,000 km2 (12.7%) of land in 

Zimbabwe.  This is roughly equivalent landmass to the Parks and Wildlife Estate.  CAMPFIRE encompasses 

about 777,000 households with an average family size of five, who face food insecurity and deep poverty 

(average income $1 a day).  Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated $39 million of which $21.5 

million was allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits 
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(26%), and community projects (52%).  About 90% of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with 

elephant hunting contributing more than 70% of annual revenue.  Based on the Constitution of the 

CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major hunting RDCs use CAMPFIRE revenue-sharing 

guidelines.  In these districts safari operators pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank 

accounts using the following breakdown: CAMPFIRE community share (55%), RDC fees (41%), CAMPFIRE 

Association levy (4%).  Despite its achievements CAMPFIRE still faces fundamental challenges.  In 

particular, the development strategies of households in CAMPFIRE areas focus on land uses that are 

incompatible with wildlife such as human immigration to rural areas, the extension of basic agricultural 

schemes and increased livestock numbers.  Other CAMPFIRE challenges include: (i) the downturn in 

Zimbabwe’s economy and tourism sector post-2000, (ii) great reliance on consumptive trophy hunting 

and less focus on other uses and non-consumptive uses of natural resources, (iii) increasing human 

populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key wildlife districts, and (iv) lack of re-investment 

in development, fixed assets, human capital, and management and protection of wildlife in CAMPFIRE 

areas.  Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s Government, 

and a review dedicated to improving the programme, including greater devolution of ownership of 

wildlife to communities, is ongoing and should be finalized by the end of 2015.  Zimbabwe’s Government 

recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends entirely on those among whom they live.  Unless 

local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached to the point where just a few remain in fortified 

reserves.  CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the future of wildlife in communal areas rests on the 

success of this programme. (p. 12-13, Box 2) 

- 1.3.5 Links with continental (African Elephant Action Plan / SADC) and other regional initiatives: This 

Action Plan recognizes the existence of the African Elephant Action Plan and initiatives that are currently 

taking place at a continental level, including by the African Union.  These include the development of the 

Common Strategy on Combating Illegal Exploitation and Illegal Trade in Wild Fauna and Flora in Africa.  

At the SADC level initiatives involve developing a Plan of Action and implementing the SADC Protocol on 

Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement.  This Action Plan will be reviewed periodically in the light of 

developments that are taking place in the SADC Region, Africa and beyond. 

- 1.3.6 Regional strategies within Zimbabwe: The devolution of management oversight to regional levels, 

with more detailed action plans within the national plan, provides the basis for effective adaptive 

management at regional and local levels.  As set forth in the framework below (Sections 3 and 4), four 

regional plans have been drafted to address the unique challenges of each region, and will implement 

the broader goals of this national Action Plan at a more specific level.  In addition, Park-level plans for 

specific protected areas (including Hwange National Park, Mana Pools National Park, and Gonarezhou 
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National Park) contribute to this Action Plan and govern the management of elephant within those 

protected areas. (p. 14) 

- 1.3.8 Human elephant conflict: As Zimbabwe’s human population grows, elephant are being restricted to 

smaller areas and as their populations expand they increasingly move out of their designated habitat, 

and raid crops and sometimes threaten human lives.  As a result in many rural areas where elephants 

exist in Zimbabwe, human-elephant conflicts are increasing, creating substantial negative attitudes to the 

conservation efforts of elephants.  These are often among the poorest rural farmers, which makes the 

issue complex in social and economic terms.  Unresolved conflicts stimulate poaching or retaliation.  

Poachers or retaliators can be seen as “local heroes” because they provide meat to the communities and 

resolve the conflict.  A major challenge for elephant management is keeping human-elephant conflicts to 

a minimum.  Developing a Social, Economic, and Cultural Framework has been identified as a Key 

Component of this Action Plan in an effort to address and reduce human-elephant conflicts.  (p. 15) 

- Towards a Comprehensive Strategy to Reduce Human-Elephant Conflict: Some methods of reducing 

human-elephant conflict focus on curing the effects, not the cause.  Such methods include chilli sprays, 

fences, and evening patrols to scare off marauding elephants.  However, these are not necessarily long-

term solutions.  Long-term solutions require growing the tolerance of local communities for elephant by 

ensuring the communities benefit from having elephant on their lands.  Tolerance is likely to increase if 

communities realise and appreciate economic returns earned from the sustainable use of elephant.  

Economic returns may be generated by consumptive and non-consumptive tourism.  The devolution of 

decision-making on aspects of problem animal control to communities may result in better outcomes for 

the management of the costs and benefits of this activity.  Problem animal control includes disturbing, 

removing, translocating, or ultimately killing those elephant that persist in damaging crops or threatening 

human life.  Clearly, no one management option will successfully deal with all problem elephants and 

conflict situations.  As part of this Action Plan, ZPWMA will undertake additional research on problem 

animal control and minimizing conflict, and will develop new solutions and a more comprehensive 

response to these issues. (p. 15, Box 4) 

 

ZPWMA, Elephant Management Plan 

Supplement (2016) 

- Table 1: Financial resources deployed up to August 2016 (p. 1) 

- Table 2: Other Non-Financial Resources (p. 2) 

- Progress towards Implementation of the Elephant Management Plan (2015 – 2020): Several milestones 

stated in the Elephant Management Plan have already been achieved which include the following:  

- Appointment of the Elephant Manager as in section 4.5 of the Zimbabwe Elephant Management 

Plan (2015 – 2020). 
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- Getting a basic agreement of implementation in the 4 relevant regions.  

- Some work towards Law Enforcement, Monitoring, Investigations, Training and Community 

Relations. As of August 2016, more than USD 1 million had been spent on these activities. 

- Constraints and Challenges: One of the major challenges regarding implementation of the EMP is with 

regards to the adoption of stricter domestic measures by the United States of America.  This has had the 

net effect of further reducing the revenue from hunting into the Authority, which therefore affects the 

budget allocated to resource protection, in particular the elephant in this case.  One of the key 

impediments towards the full and comprehensive implementation of the Elephant Management Plan is 

the limited resources.  However, Zimbabwe is at an advanced stage in the development of resource 

mobilisation strategies.  These strategies include partnering with both local and international institutions 

in resourcing and financing aspects of the programme. (p. 2-3) 

- Priorities: Due to the fact that Zimbabwe is experiencing some funding constraints with respect to the full 

implementation of the Elephant Management Plan, which means therefore that it will not be possible to 

fully implement every aspect of the plan at the same time, we have developed a set of priorities (all 

drawn from the plan), that we feel are implementable and enable the work of conservation to proceed 

smoothly.   

- Law Enforcement: Law enforcement continues to be one of the most critical aspects of this strategy.  

From the perspective of the EMP, it has also to date been allocated the biggest budget (Table 1).  

While strategic gaps still exist with respect to the law enforcement capacity (the numbers of rangers 

on the ground are still in need of improving to effectively cover that Parks Estate, more patrol kits 

and equipment are still required to improve enforcement capacity).  In order to effectively combat 

poaching and illegal trade the Law enforcement capabilities are top priority.  

- Monitoring: Biological monitoring and management, with respect to the priorities for this plan 

would come in as a second priority.  This enables monitoring programmes and research to support 

science based adaptive management of elephants in this action plan.  The resource allocation to 

this activity needs to be dramatically improved, although innovations have had to be put in place to 

manage that insufficient resource allocation.  Rangers on patrol also carry out significant monitoring 

activities which feed into the biological monitoring and management of the elephants.  

- Investigations/Intelligence: The investigations capacity (together with training) are critical 

components of this action plan.  To date of the available resources, allocations to investigations 

have been minimal. Innovations have also been developed in this area, for support from various 

private players, institutions and state institutions in the investigative processes. (p. 3) 
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- Appointment of Elephant Manager: While the appointment of the National Elephant Manager has 

been concluded (April 2016) to enhance implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the Action 

Plan, funding constraints still exists. Some funding for the activities of the Elephant Manager have 

been unlocked through cooperation with stakeholders in the monitoring and evaluation activities of 

the office. This includes setting up of the Regional Elephant Management Committees and funding 

their activities. (p. 4) 

- Four annexes – status of implementation of each regional elephant management plan 

 

Population Status 

DOCUMENT NAME SAMPLE OF KEY QUOTATIONS 

ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response - Information on the status of elephants is derived from surveys which include, aerial, water-hole, road 

strip, walking transects, visitor observations /sightings and ranger based monitoring. (p. 1) 

- Currently the Authority is in the process of planning a national aerial survey in the dry season of 2014… 

(p. 4) 

 

ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - Population estimates for elephants are determined through various methodologies which include: aerial 

surveys, water hole counts, road strip counts and ranger based monitoring.  Waterhole counts are 

conducted for Hwange and Mana Pools on an annual basis.  A national aerial survey of elephants was 

conducted in 2014 as part of the Pan African Aerial Survey for Elephants.  Monitoring of trends in trophy 

quality and other forms of utilization are on-going programs.  Results from the monitoring are used to 

adjust hunting quotas in order to achieve the desired levels of trophy quality. (p. 2) 

- In addition to aerial surveys, the Authority conducts regular waterhole counts and road strip counts.  

Water hole surveys, for instance, provide valuable information which can be used to make decisions in 

the absence of aerial survey data.  A good example is the general increase of the Hwange elephant 

population shown by water hole counts that have been conducted annually from 1972 to 20 14. (p. 15) 

 

ZPWMA July 2015 Response - The population estimate from the 2014 aerial survey stands at 82,092 elephants [and attaching survey 

results].  In the early 1900s the elephant population in Zimbabwe was estimated to be about 4,000.  By 

1980 the population had increased to an estimate of 46 426 elephants.  The population continued to 

increase … twenty-fold … despite attempts to limit elephant population growth between 1960 and 1989 

… The human population has also increased twenty-fold between 1900 and 2000, resulting in increased 

demand for land for agriculture and other forms of land-use outside protected areas thereby limiting the 
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area available for elephants with a resultant increase in human elephant conflict … The high economic 

value conferred to the elephant through consumptive utilization has also resulted in increased tolerance 

by local communities. (p. 1) 

- Table 4a & 4b: MIKE data 2000-2014 (p. 25) 

Chewore 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Total Carcasses 29 51 43 91 52 

# Illegally Killed 4 34 34 36 9 

PIKE 0.14 0.67 0.79 0.40 0.17 

NyamiNyami 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Total Carcasses 19 16 52 36 27 

# Illegally Killed 19 13 14 8 10 

PIKE 1.00 0.81 0.27 0.22 0.37 
 

 

ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding (2014) - In Zimbabwe, despite the threat of poaching in some areas, the elephant populations have continued to 

increase in all the protected areas as indicated in Tables 4 and 5.  Illegal off-takes remain at a low level.  

The major threat to the survival of viable populations is habitat loss and fragmentation outside protected 

areas due to the expansion of human settlements and agriculture.  The protected areas within the 

Sebungwe region (Fig 1), for example, are relatively small (less than 10,000 km2) and surrounded by 

communal lands.  The existence of a hard edge between such protected areas and communal lands leads 

to serious human/elephant conflicts.  Healthy and viable populations inside protected areas are 

depended on the existence of suitable habitats in communal areas. (p. 19) 

 

IUCN AFESG Letter - … on the basis of the AfESG’s 2013 Provisional Status Report, the USFWS enhancement finding indicated 

that no surveys had been conducted in Hwange National Park … but in fact, a survey had been completed 

in 2007 … this survey was listed in the “New Surveys” portion of the AED website … the estimate … 

(financed by the USFWS) was 39,765 elephants … which would have added over 30,000 elephants to the 

DEFINITE category and changed the distribution of elephants across all data categories. (p. 2) 

- There are four other instances in which the use of data from the AED presented within the finding’s 

“Population Status” section demonstrated oversights or misinterpretations, as well as a fifth instance 

meriting clarification.  First, the finding stated, “Several areas that were covered in the current surveys 
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(2006-2010) indicate that there has been a substantial decline in the population” (page 6).  The AED 

shows, however, that three surveys carried out in this period … estimated higher totals than their 

respective previous, comparable surveys [and pointing out that these four surveys plus the NW 

Matabeleland survey all dated since 2006 and exceeded 70,000 elephants] … As a result, we do not find 

support for the claim that these four surveys from 2006 to 2010 indicate a substantial population decline, 

nor do we understand the basis for this statement in the enhancement finding. (p. 2) 

- Even if all of these elephants [in the Save Valley survey] were double counted, which is highly unlikely, 

the total number would decline from 1,538 to 1,492 – a figure still higher than any previous counts of the 

area. (p. 3) 

- Additionally, the finding states that “A carcass ratio of less than 4% … is considered unrealistically low…”  

The first sentence suggests a conflation of carcass ratios from aerial surveys and mortality rates, and its 

conclusion is unwarranted… In the opinion of our DRWG, 4% seems a reasonable figure for a population 

not particularly affected by poaching. (p. 3) 

- Fourth, … the finding’s comment that “only 304 definite animals were counted by aerial or ground 

counts” …, considering methodology within the DEFINITE category, is not relevant; and as stated in the 

next section, sample counts are not inferior to total counts. (p. 3) 

- [T]he USFWS also presented statements regarding the appropriateness of Zimbabwe’s survey 

methodology … Our opinion … is that the methodological approaches applied in Zimbabwe are both 

adequate to estimate elephant population numbers and to allow the most consistent possible means for 

comparing these numbers over time. (p. 3-4) 

- [T]he enhancement finding suggests the incorporation of new technology as being necessary to improve 

estimate accuracy … This statement disregards the well-recognised and accepted advantages to 

maintaining consistent survey methods while indirectly implying the approach undertaken in Zimbabwe 

has been somehow sub-standard.  While it is always the case that some improvements in accuracy might 

result from the use of new techniques, it is generally recognized that the survey techniques used in 

Zimbabwe are of a high standard and have been consistently applied over time. (p. 4) 

- Despite the fact that PIKE data for 2012 has been available … and updated findings for 2013 were posted 

… nearly a month before the enhancement finding was updated, the finding stated that 2012 and 2013 

data were not available. (p. 4-5) 

 

SOAZ Report - We have received information from fourteen safari operators in Zimbabwe.  The operations of these 

companies cover a wide range of safari concessions including Government Safaris Areas, Campfire Areas 

and Private Conservancies.  They also include safari concessions in the three main wildlife systems in 
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Zimbabwe being; (1) Zambezi Valley and Sebungwe, (2) the North West including Hwange/Matetsi/Vic 

Falls and (3) the South & South East Lowveld including Gonarezhou, Save Valley Conservancy & Bubye 

Conservancy. (p. 1) 

- The members of SOAZ do not believe that the national population of elephant is in decline or under 

threat as a result of poaching.  On consultation with our members, most populations would appear to be 

increasing or stable.  There does seem to be concern about the elephant population in the Sebungwe 

region where the impact of poaching is indicated as significant.  While much of this information is 

anecdotal and not based on scientific survey, we are confident that in the vast majority of safari areas 

throughout the country, the elephant population is not significantly declining or under threat. (p. 4) 

- While National Parks provide the primary refuge for elephant populations in Zimbabwe, a significant 

proportion of elephant live in the safari areas which are generally more marginal in terms of wildlife 

numbers and often have large rural human populations within or adjacent to them.  The role of safari 

operations in providing a benefit to such communities and enforcing anti poaching as a means of 

maintaining elephant and other wildlife populations in these areas cannot be underestimated. (p. 4) 

 

Regulations and Enforcement 

DOCUMENT NAME SAMPLE OF KEY QUOTATIONS 

ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response - (p. 12): 

Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

No. of Elephants Poached 145 77 223 212 293 

- It is however important to note that although the trends in poaching have increased in recent years, the 

impact of poaching on the national elephant population is not significant.  The Government of Zimbabwe 

reacted swiftly to the unprecedented elephant poisoning incident in Hwange National Park in 2013.  A 

private sector driven fund raising initiative was set up which has to date managed to mobilize 21 vehicles, 

communication and field equipment for enhanced law enforcement.  The ZPWMA has increased 

manpower level for Hwange and other protected areas through a massive recruitment drive.  The police 

and the judiciary also actively collaborated with the ZPWMA in apprehending all 35 poachers that were 

involved in the elephant poisoning... (p. 13) 

- Summary of arrests and prosecution of elephant poaching cases for period between 2011 and 2013 (p. 

14) 
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- The Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 … recognises any land that is being used for wildlife 

conservation and designates the legal occupant of that land as Appropriate Authority.  On communal 

lands/tribal Appropriate Authority is accorded to the Rural District Council.  Appropriate Authority is the 

legal right to utilize and manage wildlife on the property under community jurisdiction. (p. 15-16) 

 

ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - Law enforcement activities are carried out in and outside protected areas through various strategies 

including extended, daily and strategic patrols in the elephant range areas.  There are also regular 

training exercises in basic, intermediate and advanced anti-poaching tactics for the rangers as part of 

management activities to improve law enforcement.  Rapid response anti-poaching units who have 

specialized training for deployment to high risk areas have been constituted as a result of the training 

activities.  In 2013, countrywide law enforcement efforts resulted in the detection of a large number of 

poacher incursions and armed contacts including recovery of poached wildlife specimens and 

ammunition.  In the same year, there were 27 armed contacts that resulted in 9 poachers being killed 

during field operations, whilst recoveries from poachers and illegal traders included 35 rifles, 1000 

rounds of ammunition, 9 rhino horns and 491 elephant tusks. (p. 2) 

- There are no amendments to land tenure however, the elephant range extends into large areas of 

communal lands which form part of the migratory routes.  Elephants are also found on private land 

where there is enough space for relatively sizable populations, e.g. in Conservancies.  In most cases there 

is connectivity from core protected areas to communal areas under CAMPFIRE and to private farms, in 

some cases.  The elephant range and migration corridors have been extended through the TFCA 

program—a regional policy initiative which Zimbabwe is implementing in collaboration with its 

neighbours.  Currently Zimbabwe is pursuing six TFCA initiatives.  Most of Zimbabwe’s large protected 

areas are on the countries boundaries and the elephant populations are linked to these neighbouring 

countries’ boundaries and as such, creation of these large conservation areas is a viable option for 

elephant range expansion.  In doing so, Zimbabwe is implementing a policy direction adopted at a 

regional level to increase the habitat available to wildlife including elephants. (p. 11) 

- The Authority has successfully lobbied the Judiciary for stiffer penalties for wildlife crime including 

poaching … The measurable indicators include number of Statutory Instruments (SI) that have been 

gazetted, for example SI 45 of 2014.  Capacity building workshops to improve investigations and 

prosecution of wildlife crime are conducted in partnerships with NGOs and these are also measurable 

indicators of management actions. (p. 13-14) 

- Table 1 shows the number and trends in elephant poaching in the parks estate since 2012 to October 

2014. (p. 15) 
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ZPWMA July 2015 Response - ZPWMA has a staff complement of 1,500 field rangers whose core mandate is anti-poaching activities.  

Table 5 below is an indicative budget for effective protection of the Parks and Wildlife Estates.  Table 5: 

Budget for anti-poaching activities (p. 34-35) 

- Table 6: Summary of Serious Wildlife Crime Cases recorded in Zimbabwe (p. 35-36) 

 

ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding (2014) - Elephant poaching in Zimbabwe is relatively low but trends have been increasing in recent years … The 

conviction rate for the period under review (2011-2014 February) is 69% of locals and 95% of foreigners 

arrested.  The high conviction rates indicate the level of understanding and appreciation of the elephant 

value by judiciary.  Elephant poaching and illegal possession of elephant products are classified as an 

economic crime which carry a mandatory sentence of not less than nine years on conviction.  The 

provision of a mandatory imprisonment of not less than nine years crimes as provided for in the General 

Laws Amendment Act (No. 5) of 2010 ensures deterrent sentences for poaching. (p. 19-20) 

 

CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report - In 1982, the government amended the 1975 Parks and Wildlife Act to enable Rural District Councils 

(RDCs) to obtain ‘appropriate authority’ (AA) to utilize wildlife for commercial gain … This Act provided an 

opportunity to extend to communities in the Communal Lands the benefits that the private landowners 

enjoyed as a result of the 1975 Parks and Wild Life Act.  This eventually led to the birth of Zimbabwe’s 

Community Areas Management Program for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE), which had far reaching 

impacts on wildlife productivity as well as the socio-economic wellbeing of CAMPFIRE communities. (p. 2) 

- The CAMPFIRE program was conceptually designed to focus on wildlife, woodlands, water, grazing 

resources, and grasslands.  In practice, it focused on managing wildlife because of the direct monetary 

benefits which this resource offered to producer communities.  The CAMPFIRE concept … was developed 

in response to the realization that unless communities living adjacent to National Parks can obtain direct 

value from wildlife, they will not protect the wildlife.  These communities would also need to have a 

much greater say in how those benefits would be derived and utilized. (p. 2) 

 

SOAZ Report - We have received information from fourteen safari operators in Zimbabwe.  The operations of these 

companies cover a wide range of safari concessions including Government Safaris Areas, Campfire Areas 

and Private Conservancies.  They also include safari concessions in the three main wildlife systems in 

Zimbabwe being; (1) Zambezi Valley and Sebungwe, (2) the North West including Hwange/Matetsi/Vic 

Falls and (3) the South & South East Lowveld including Gonarezhou, Save Valley Conservancy & Bubye 

Conservancy. (p. 1) 
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- Table 2 shows that the 14 Safari Operators that responded to the questionnaire spent a combined total 

of $957,843.00 on anti poaching in their areas and this employs 245 people specifically for anti poaching. 

(p. 4) 

- Table 2. The expenditure on Anti Poaching and number of Anti Poaching personnel employed by 14 Safari 

Operators in Zimbabwe (p. 4) 

Anti Poaching expenditure – 2013 Anti Poaching Personnel Employed 

US$957,843.00 245 

- As in Section 3, if these figures are extrapolated out to give figures relative to the 160 sport hunted 

elephant imported into the USA each year from Zimbabwe, we can make the assumption that US hunters 

are assisting with the funding of $1,388,872.35 towards anti poaching in Zimbabwe through their safari 

payments and that this is enabling the employment of 355 anti poaching personnel along with all the 

equipment and support required.  The imposed suspension on the import of sport hunted elephant into 

the USA from Zimbabwe will have a significant detrimental impact on these figures and in many cases the 

anti poaching efforts will not be sustained. (p. 4) 

 

FWS Press Release - In Zimbabwe, available data, though limited, indicate a significant decline in the elephant population.  

Anecdotal evidence, such as the widely publicized poisoning last year of 300 elephants in Hwange 

National Park, suggests that Zimbabwe’s elephants are also under siege. 

- Legal, well-regulated sport hunting, as part of a sound management program, can benefit the 

conservation of listed species by providing incentives to local communities to conserve the species and 

by putting much-needed revenue back into conservation.  At this time, the Service does not have 

conservation concerns with African elephant sport hunting in Namibia, South Africa, or Botswana; though 

it should be noted that Botswana is not currently open to elephant sport hunting. 

 

Sustainable Use 

DOCUMENT NAME SAMPLE OF KEY QUOTATIONS 

ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response - Allocation of quotas in hunting areas is based on a consultative process that involves ZPWMA authorities, 

hunters, safari operators, local communities, land owners, researchers, and NGOs. The participatory 

approach ensures that the quotas allocated for each hunting area are sustainable. (p. 4) 

- Factors considered for quota-setting annually (p. 20-22) 
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ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - The quota-setting process is participatory involving private landowners, ZimParks and CAMPFIRE or local 

community wildlife managers.  Quotas are set so as to have a representative number of animals that can 

be safely removed during a hunting season without inflicting biological damage to the population.  The 

aim of quotas is to ensure that the utilization of wildlife is sustainable.  Data on genetic drift, estimated 

population, disease outbreak, trophy size, age of animal hunted, habitat status and illegal offtake is used 

to safeguard sustainable quotas … Trophy quality is monitored and quotas are adjusted in order to 

maintain desired trophy quality. (p. 7-8) 

- As an example in 2014 to date over 90 cases of PAC have been reported whilst only 37 elephants have 

been killed.  This is in line with the annual average offtake of 40 individuals [as PAC].  It is therefore not 

true to state that the number of elephants taken on PAC is equal to or may exceed the number of 

elephants taken on sport hunting. (p. 23) 

- ln Zimbabwe, the quota setting process is participatory.  This participatory quota setting process is ideal 

as it aims at having a co management approach where all the relevant stake holders become active 

participants who complement the Authority’s efforts.  Inputs into the quota setting process includes 

population estimates, densities, distribution patterns, habitat quality, trophy quality, hunting success 

rate, ranger based monitoring reports, environmental variations, natural mortality, capture and 

translocations, diseases, size of hunting area, management systems in place, CITES National Export 

quotas, trade and export data.  Before any hunting takes place in Zimbabwe, the hunter has to have a 

hunting quota which will have been determined through an annual transparent consultative quota 

setting workshops.  The workshops are done at local community and property level first and foremost.  

At this level stakeholders include: field managers, safari operators, technical specialists and local 

community.  Secondly, the process then goes to a national quota setting level where the Scientific 

Authority in this case ZIMPARKS ecologists and all other stakeholders will be present.  The Scientific 

Authority through an adaptive management process and rigorous resource monitoring programme, uses 

all the information generated to ensure that all off-takes are sustainable.  Quotas can be reduced to 

allow recruitment into a population if there is a decline in trophy quality or low hunting success rate and 

other factors such as poaching.  Quotas are therefore adjusted annually in response to prevailing 

conditions.  As an example, the proposed 2015 sport hunting quotas were set in consultative workshops 

held at various centres around the country using a participatory approach taking into account factors 

that influence the ecological viability of the hunted species such as population numbers, spatial 

distribution, management practices (especially for private properties), illegal harvest levels, offtake rates 

(hunting success) and trophy quality trends. Preliminary results of the just concluded aerial census of 

elephants and other mega herbivores, trophy quality trends and offtake rates from the TR2 database 

were the main sources of information for input into the quota determination process.  Overall, there 
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were downward revisions for quotas for all the major species in the year 2015 except for crocodile.  The 

proposed 2015 quotas for the other major species are as follows, (for comparison, 2014 quota are in 

brackets); Elephant 380 (500), Buffalo 1 268 (1 363), Leopard 500 (483) and Lion 74 (99). (p. 23-24)  

 

ZPWMA July 2015 Response - Elephant mortalities were recorded under various categories as shown in Table 9 below.  The major 

causes of mortalities over the five year period are natural, poaching and sport hunting.  It should be 

noted that other management off-takes entail ration and training quotas which were set at about 95 

animals nationally for ZPWMA run areas.  (p. 43) 

- Table 9: Causes of elephant death from 2010 to 2015 (p. 43) 

- Trophy hunting of elephants, or any wildlife species in Zimbabwe, is undertaken through a strictly 

regulated quota setting system.  Quotas are issued each year to approved landholders by ZPWMA and 

this is done through national quota setting workshops.  These workshops rely on information supplied by 

landholders as well as ecological reports submitted by Parks’ ecologists and independent wildlife 

consultants … All offtakes for the African elephant in Zimbabwe are sustainable.  Key factors that 

Zimbabwe considers when setting quotas are shown in the Table 10. (p. 43-44) 

- Table 10: Quota allocation for 2014 by major range (p. 44) 

- Table 11: Factors considered in quota setting (p. 44-46) 

- Quotas are set so as to have a representative number of animals that can be safely removed during a 

hunting season without inflicting biological damage to the population.  The aim of quotas is to ensure 

that the utilization of wildlife is sustainable.  Data on genetic drift, estimated population, disease 

outbreak, trophy size, age of animal hunted, habitat status and illegal off take is used to safeguard 

sustainable quotas.  On average, quotas are set based on current data at approximately.  The quota for 

2016 is set at 400 elephant which is 0.49% of the national population. (p. 46) 

- Figure 8: Multi stakeholder participatory quota setting (p. 47) 

 

ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding (2014) - Trophy hunting of elephants is undertaken through a strictly regulated quota system.  Quotas are issued 

each year to approved landholders by the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority and non-

detriment findings are conducted for all exports.  Policies and legislation related to utilization of the 

African elephant are strictly adhered to and implemented.  In areas where there is a decline in trophy 

quality, a hunting moratorium can be imposed to allow the population to recover as was the case with 

African lions North West Matabeleland from 2004 to 2008.  Quotas are also reduced in areas where 
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there is a decline in trophy quality.  All the off-takes for the African elephant in Zimbabwe are 

sustainable.  Key factors that Zimbabwe considers when setting quotas are shown in Table 8. (p. 25) 

- Table 8: Some key factors considered in quota setting (p. 26) 

- Figure 8: Export of sport hunted elephant trophies from Zimbabwe (2008 – 2013) Source: (TR2 Database 

ZPWMA 2014) (p. 31) 

- The ZPWMA has a comprehensive system to monitor off-takes from the elephant population.  All field 

stations report on a monthly basis, animals killed through all forms of offtake.  Safari operators are 

required by law to submit returns to the ZPWMA of all the animals taken through a Tourism Hunt Return 

Form (TR2).  All elephants killed through Problem Animal Control (PAC) and recreational hunting are 

considered as part of the annual off-take quota to ensure that the offtakes are sustainable.  Trophies 

taken on PAC cannot be exported. (p. 31) 

- Some elephants are taken in communal areas during problem animal management but the off-takes 

other very low and insignificant.  In addition to problem elephant management, other elephant off takes 

are for training of ZPWMA staff and professional hunters on how to handle dangerous game and again 

the numbers are very low and insignificant.  Private properties have approved Elephant Management 

Plans but apply for annual sport hunting and management quotas.  For example, Save Valley Conservancy 

has an approved Elephant Management Plan for its closed elephant population.  The elephant population 

is increasing in this closed system.  On this private property, culling is done on an annual basis as a 

management tool to control the elephant population… (p. 31-32) 

- CONCLUSION: In view of the foregoing, Zimbabwe is making use of the best available scientific 

information on the status of the African elephant in the country to make non-detriment findings.  The 

current harvest levels are not detrimental to the survival of the species.  It is also evident that both 

quantitative and qualitative data is used in the decisionmaking process.  The African elephant population 

in Zimbabwe is growing and that current levels of trade are not detrimental to the survival of the African 

elephant in the wild.  The species exists and is well monitored throughout its range.  In most of the areas 

where the elephant occurs however there is local over-abundance and severe habitat conversion.  The 

Government of Zimbabwe has recently revised its policies and legislation to promote wildlife 

conservation and to support local community development programmes.  Levels of harvest and quotas 

for the African elephant are determined through an adaptive management approach, using baseline 

data, monitoring the impacts of previous harvests and responding to environmental variations.  It is 

evident that quotas and offtake levels for the African elephant fall within very safe and sustainable limits 

in Zimbabwe.  Protocols for monitoring are in place but significant resources are required to carry out 

regular national aerial surveys.  Efforts by the Government of Zimbabwe through the strict management 
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regimes and trade controls promote the conservation of not only African elephant but other wildlife 

species. (p. 49-50) 

 

ZPWMA, Legal Trade, Conservation and 

Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean 

Perspective 

- A hunting quota is a scientifically determined system of harvesting animals from a population without 

compromising its biological proliferation.  In Zimbabwe determination and implementation of hunting 

quotas goes through a rigorous quota setting methodology that entails factoring population sizes, 

property (area) sizes, habitats, national policies among other parameters.  With all the set parameters 

met, it is anticipated that biodiversity and hunting industry are sustained and the economy improves as 

the country maintains its position as a prime hunting destination. (p. 5) 

- [Factors considered in quota-setting (p. 6)] 

- 1. CITES National Quota 

- 2. National aerial survey results 

- 3. Research publications and preliminary results 

- 4. Off takes for key species including leopards, lion and elephant 

- 5. Size of property relative to the species requested and distribution 

- 6. Illegal Off-take/Poaching 

- 7. Property based Ecological assessments  

- 8. Management regime on the properties (habitat, fire, water, land-use planning and zonation, 

fencing, supplementary feeding). 

- 9. Human wildlife Conflict hotspots, Communal Benefits and conflict mitigation 

- 10. Species sensitivity 

- 11. Other off-takes (illegal management offtakes, live sells) 

- 12. Trophy Quality 

- 13. Habitat Change/fragmentation 

- 14. Recommended sustainable off-take levels 

- 15. Offtake Data 

 

CAMPFIRE Association Report - A participatory quota setting methodology adaptively adjusts quotas in response to animal numbers, 

trophy quality, community monitoring, illegal off-take and safari operator “catch effort”. (p. 3) 

 

CAMPFIRE Income Analysis - Figure 7: Numerical Elephant Quota and Take Off per District (p. 7) 
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SOAZ Report - It is estimated that trophies of 160 sport hunted elephant are imported into the USA from Zimbabwe 

each year.  If the information in Table 1 is extrapolated out for a quota of 160 elephant (I.e. multiply each 

figure by a factor of 1.45) then we can assume that the financial loss to Zimbabwe of the suspension will 

be in the region $4,878,452.50.  It will have a direct impact on 126 Operators and Professional Hunters, 

1132 staff, 355 anti poaching personnel and approximately 155,000 people living in rural communities. 

(p. 3) 

 

Revenue Utilization 

DOCUMENT NAME SAMPLE OF KEY QUOTATIONS 

ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response - The Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 … recognises any land that is being used for wildlife 

conservation and designates the legal occupant of that land as Appropriate Authority.  On communal 

lands/tribal Appropriate Authority is accorded to the Rural District Council.  Appropriate Authority is the 

legal right to utilize and manage wildlife on the property under community jurisdiction. (p. 15-16) 

- The Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority, which is the Government’s Agency responsible 

for managing all wildlife in the country ploughs back all the money into managing conservation and 

protection of the Parks Estate, which includes the range areas for elephants. (p. 25) 

 

ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - The Parks and Wildlife Act accorded Appropriate Authority status to communal and private property 

areas with significant wildlife populations which confer user rights to the property owners.  Appropriate 

Authority allows the property owners or tenants to manage and benefit from the wildlife on their land.  

Local communities through CAMPFIRE programs participate in quota setting workshops in which local 

communities get the opportunity to learn wildlife management practices from the various technocrats 

who will be presenting their game management practices.  The local communities also get an 

opportunity to market their offtake to safari operators, which if they get a hunting client, proceeds, are 

remitted to the community thereby improving their livelihoods.  This arrangement incentivizes 

landowners and tenants to not only tolerate wildlife, but to conserve and promote conservation and 

protection of wildlife.  ZPWMA also provides para-military training to Rural District Council game guards, 

to equip them with law enforcement and anti-poaching techniques.  In the communal areas, ZPWMA is 

working towards increasing its network of informers to assist in intelligence gathering, a vital tool in the 

fight against poaching. (p. 20) 

- The current operating budget is estimated to be in excess of USD28 million. (p. 20) 
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- Elephant hunting contributes in excess of USD$ 14 million every year … Approximately, 67% of the annual 

elephant export quota is allocated to local communities and private sectors with more than half of this 

going to local communities.  It is worth noting that elephants contribute approximately 60% of total 

hunting revenue by Rural District Councils.  Approximately 30% of the Authority’s revenue is from 

hunting, of which the elephant is the major contributor. (p. 21) 

 

ZPWMA July 2015 Response - ZPWMA has a staff complement of 1,500 field rangers whose core mandate is anti-poaching activities.  

Table 5 below is an indicative budget for effective protection of the Parks and Wildlife Estates.  Table 5: 

Budget for anti-poaching activities (p. 34-35) 

- The major sources of [budget] funds [for ZPWMA] are conservation fees (land and river) constituting a 

total of US$9 898 695 and hunting constituting a total of US$ 4 032 733 for 2014. The bulk of the revenue 

generated in ZPWMA goes towards staff costs (69%) and operation costs (18%) which translated to 

US$17,751,988 and USS 4,706,787 respectively for 2014 … Full details are specified in the attached 

approved budgets for 2015 (p. 36) 

- Table 7a: ZPWMA Actual and projected Budgets for 2014 and 2015 in USS (p. 37) 

- Table 7b: Expenditure for ZPWMA (p. 37) 

- Conservation fees (Park entry and fishing permits) and hunting revenue constitute the bulk of the 

sources of revenue for ZPWMA, with a contribution of 42% and 17% respectively. (p. 38) 

- Figure 5a: Main Sources of Revenue for 2014 (p. 38) 

- Figure 5b: Itemized costs for ZPWMA … Note: See attached approved budgets for 2015 for budget 

details. (p. 39) 

- The US hunting market constituted 51% and 54% of the elephant trophy hunting in Zimbabwe for the 

years 2013 and 2014 respectively. (p. 40) 

- Figure 6a: Source markets for Safari Hunting in Zimbabwe in 2013 from ZPWMA Database (p. 40) 

- Figure 7: Source markets for Sport Hunting in Zimbabwe in 2014 from ZPWMA Database (p. 41) 

- Hunting revenue is distributed by land-use categories as to sustain the upkeep of the land area where it 

is accrued.  These land areas administered by different authorities with the ZPWMA having the overall 

authority to oversee wildlife use on these areas … Over a four year period revenue collected from 

hunting contributed a total of US$ 21,339,609.  There was a 11.9% decrease in revenue collection from 

hunting in 2014 compared to 2013.  Of all the hunting received the American market is estimated to 54% 

and is inclusive of concession fees and trophy fees. (p. 41) 
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- Table 8a: Revenue collected from hunting within the parks Estate 2011 to 2014. (p. 41) 

2011 2012 2013 2014 Totals 

Total hunting revenue 5,362,198 5,144,579 5,760,339 5,072,493 21,339,609 

- Across all land categories, the elephant, even in the private land category where only a small proportion 

of properties have elephants, accounts for the highest proportion of revenue.  Table 12 below highlights 

elephant populations and revenue generated in the four land use categories in terms of trophy fees … 

The most important form of revenue is the trophy fees, which average US$ 10,000 per trophy elephant.  

Other forms of revenue include hunting daily rates and incidental revenue which can raise the value of 

an elephant hunt up to $25,000.00. (p. 48)  

- Table 13: Staff costs incurred in Safari Areas (p. 49) 

- The communal areas benefits from wildlife through the CAMPFIRE program.  This program is key in that it 

helps to encourage the communities to co-existence with wildlife. (p. 50) 

- During the 2014 hunting season, a total of about US$ 1,419,384.00 (costs including trophy fees, daily 

rates and concession fees) was realized as revenue from elephant hunts under the CAMPFIRE program.  

Revenue generated from the CAMPFIRE program is ploughed back into managing and protecting the 

wildlife resource through activities such as anti-poaching patrols, wildlife censuses and problem animal 

control (PAC), and wildlife surveys. … Table 14: Distribution of Revenue between Communities, RDC and 

CAMPFIRE Association. (p. 50-51) 

- Table 15: The Distribution of CAMPFIRE Revenue by Communities. (p. 51) 

 

ZPWMA, Elephant Management Plan 

(2015-2020) 

- vi) Local communities: Local communities are involved in elephant management in CAMPFIRE areas, 

through sharing of information, advocacy and wildlife protection.  They report human-elephant conflicts 

and carryout some of the conflict management activities.  (p. 12-13) 

- The Importance of Community Based Conservation to the Future of Elephant Management in Zimbabwe: 

The Community Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) of Zimbabwe has 

been widely regarded as one of Africa’s most successful contemporary conservation initiatives.  It 

permits the residents of communal lands – basically the poor rural communities – to share in the benefits 

generated by wildlife utilization on those lands by granting Appropriate Authority to Rural District 

Councils (RDCs) to manage wildlife on communal lands and requiring a certain percentage of revenue to 

be paid to the wards and councils.  CAMPFIRE operates in about 50,000 km2 (12.7%) of land in 

Zimbabwe.  This is roughly equivalent landmass to the Parks and Wildlife Estate.  CAMPFIRE encompasses 

about 777,000 households with an average family size of five, who face food insecurity and deep poverty 
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(average income $1 a day).  Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated $39 million of which $21.5 

million was allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits 

(26%), and community projects (52%).  About 90% of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with 

elephant hunting contributing more than 70% of annual revenue.  Based on the Constitution of the 

CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major hunting RDCs use CAMPFIRE revenue-sharing 

guidelines.  In these districts safari operators pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank 

accounts using the following breakdown: CAMPFIRE community share (55%), RDC fees (41%), CAMPFIRE 

Association levy (4%).  Despite its achievements CAMPFIRE still faces fundamental challenges.  In 

particular, the development strategies of households in CAMPFIRE areas focus on land uses that are 

incompatible with wildlife such as human immigration to rural areas, the extension of basic agricultural 

schemes and increased livestock numbers.  Other CAMPFIRE challenges include: (i) the downturn in 

Zimbabwe’s economy and tourism sector post-2000, (ii) great reliance on consumptive trophy hunting 

and less focus on other uses and non-consumptive uses of natural resources, (iii) increasing human 

populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key wildlife districts, and (iv) lack of re-investment 

in development, fixed assets, human capital, and management and protection of wildlife in CAMPFIRE 

areas.  Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s Government, 

and a review dedicated to improving the programme, including greater devolution of ownership of 

wildlife to communities, is ongoing and should be finalized by the end of 2015.  Zimbabwe’s Government 

recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends entirely on those among whom they live.  Unless 

local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached to the point where just a few remain in fortified 

reserves.  CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the future of wildlife in communal areas rests on the 

success of this programme. (p. 12-13, Box 2) 

- 1.3.8 Human elephant conflict: As Zimbabwe’s human population grows, elephant are being restricted to 

smaller areas and as their populations expand they increasingly move out of their designated habitat, 

and raid crops and sometimes threaten human lives.  As a result in many rural areas where elephants 

exist in Zimbabwe, human-elephant conflicts are increasing, creating substantial negative attitudes to the 

conservation efforts of elephants.  These are often among the poorest rural farmers, which makes the 

issue complex in social and economic terms.  Unresolved conflicts stimulate poaching or retaliation.  

Poachers or retaliators can be seen as “local heroes” because they provide meat to the communities and 

resolve the conflict.  A major challenge for elephant management is keeping human-elephant conflicts to 

a minimum.  Developing a Social, Economic, and Cultural Framework has been identified as a Key 

Component of this Action Plan in an effort to address and reduce human-elephant conflicts.  (p. 15) 

- Towards a Comprehensive Strategy to Reduce Human-Elephant Conflict: Some methods of reducing 

human-elephant conflict focus on curing the effects, not the cause.  Such methods include chilli sprays, 
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fences, and evening patrols to scare off marauding elephants.  However, these are not necessarily long-

term solutions.  Long-term solutions require growing the tolerance of local communities for elephant by 

ensuring the communities benefit from having elephant on their lands.  Tolerance is likely to increase if 

communities realise and appreciate economic returns earned from the sustainable use of elephant.  

Economic returns may be generated by consumptive and non-consumptive tourism.  The devolution of 

decision-making on aspects of problem animal control to communities may result in better outcomes for 

the management of the costs and benefits of this activity.  Problem animal control includes disturbing, 

removing, translocating, or ultimately killing those elephant that persist in damaging crops or threatening 

human life.  Clearly, no one management option will successfully deal with all problem elephants and 

conflict situations.  As part of this Action Plan, ZPWMA will undertake additional research on problem 

animal control and minimizing conflict, and will develop new solutions and a more comprehensive 

response to these issues. (p. 15, Box 4) 

 

ZPWMA, Elephant Management Plan 

Supplement (2016) 

- Table 1: Financial resources deployed up to August 2016 (p. 1) 

- Table 2: Other Non-Financial Resources (p. 2) 

- Constraints and Challenges: One of the major challenges regarding implementation of the EMP is with 

regards to the adoption of stricter domestic measures by the United States of America.  This has had the 

net effect of further reducing the revenue from hunting into the Authority, which therefore affects the 

budget allocated to resource protection, in particular the elephant in this case.  One of the key 

impediments towards the full and comprehensive implementation of the Elephant Management Plan is 

the limited resources.  However, Zimbabwe is at an advanced stage in the development of resource 

mobilisation strategies.  These strategies include partnering with both local and international institutions 

in resourcing and financing aspects of the programme. (p. 2-3) 

 

ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding (2014) - In Zimbabwe a foreign hunter buys a bag which may or may not include an elephant.  If an elephant is 

included, the amount paid increases.  The amount declines depending on key species in the bag such as 

leopard and buffalo.  A foreign hunter pays to the operator who then pays to the Authority relevant 

trophy fees where applicable.  A hunting permit is only issued to the hunting operator or a private land 

holder or to communities with Appropriate Authority Status.  The foreign hunter only pays for the daily 

rates and trophy fees to the particular operator they will be hunting with.  Both the daily rates and 

trophy fees vary with the area being hunted, type of animals in the hunting package and the target 

market of the operator.   The daily rate is paid for services received in camp which include 

accommodation, food and beverages, professional hunter services etc.  The hunter also pays government 
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levies which are 2% Zimbabwe Tourism Authority levy on daily rate and 4% on trophy fees … The 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority, which is the Government’s Agency responsible for 

managing all wildlife in the country ploughs back all the money into managing conservation and 

protection of the Parks Estate, which includes the range areas for elephants. (p. 37) 

- Communities are provided for through the Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous 

Resources of Flora and Fauna.  Some of the revenue that accrues to Rural District Councils under this 

program is ploughed back into wildlife conservation activities in CAMPFIRE areas.  Proceeds are used 

directly for elephant conservation, provision of game water supplies, wildlife monitoring and anti-

poaching programs on communal land as well as community development programmes in the form of 

schools, clinics, roads and other infrastructural development projects. (p. 37) 

- The centralised command and control approach to law enforcement to protect the elephant is unlikely to 

work as proved in most parts of Africa.  The long-term solution is to ensure greater return of elephants to 

the community.  Conservation of elephants will be achieved as a by-product of the quest for 

sustainability. (p. 37) 

- Resources Available For Law Enforcement and Fire Management: A total of 1,346 of the 1,437 recruited 

rangers were available for deployment against a field ranger establishment of 2,200.  The current ranger 

complement is able to cover 29,120 km2 giving a variance of 33, 110 km2 from the total Parks area of 62, 

230 km2.  As at 31 December 2013, the Authority had a total of 103 vehicles for field law-enforcement 

duties and only 69 vehicles were operational.  Ideally the Authority should have 150 vehicles dedicated 

for law enforcement duties.  Thirteen (13) of the vehicles were received from donors.  The Authority also 

bought 7 vehicles and 2 boats.  38 radios and 3 repeater links were also procured.  Due to financial 

constraints, the Authority is not able to procure all of its transport (vehicle and fuel) requirements 

including field equipment and patrol kits.  The rangers for field patrols are also not adequate.  Table 11 

below shows the ranger staffing levels, vehicles and boats status in the Authority in 2013. (p. 39) 

- Table 11: Status of Rangers, Vehicles and Boats in 2013 (p. 39) 

 

ZPWMA, Legal Trade, Conservation and 

Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean 

Perspective 

- Zimbabwe’s Protected Area Management Funding (table) (p. 10) 

- As shown in the Table above, CAMPFIRE income is often understated as it is largely recorded based on 

income receipts from safari hunting only.  Economic multipliers like taxidermy, travel, extended tourism 

activities, food and others, are not captured as part of CAMPFIRE income.  The proportion of safari 

operating expenses paid locally in the form of wages and salaries, and purchase of materials is also not 

recorded.  Income from tourism ventures under CAMPFIRE is also mostly unrecorded, as a result of low 

investment and returns due to the current downturn in tourism receipts for the country. (p. 17) 
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- American clients generally constitute 76% of hunters in CAMPFIRE areas for all animals hunted each year.  

The suspension of ivory imports from Tanzania and Zimbabwe by the United States of America (USA) in 

April 2014 resulted in the cancellation of 108 out of 189 (57%) elephant hunts initially booked by US 

citizens in CAMPFIRE areas.  As a result of the ban, CAMPFIRE income dropped to US$2,1 million in 2014, 

compared to US$2,3 million in 2013, as fewer American hunters conducted their safaris nevertheless in 

anticipation of the lifting of the ban.  However, the ban continued into 2015, resulting in a massive 

decline of total CAMPFIRE income to US$1,6 million. (p. 19) 

 

CAMPFIRE Association Report - CAMPFIRE generates on average US$2 million in net income every year … mostly through the lease of 

sport hunting rights to commercial safari operators (p. 1) 

- … the CAMPFIRE program at national level still protects an area of wild land in excess of 50,000 km2, 

which is roughly equivalent in extent to the Parks and Wildlife Estate (Table 1).  There are over 200,000 

households that actively participate in the Program in CAMPFIRE hunting areas.  Revenue received by 

communities, though relatively small, is used to directly offset the costs of living with wildlife through 

employment of game scouts or resource monitors. (p. 2) 

- Revised CAMPFIRE Revenue Sharing Guidelines, which were incorporated into the Constitution of the 

CAMPFIRE Association (CA) in 2007, prescribe that at least 55% of revenues should be devolved to 

producer communities, no more than 26%, and 15% for management and overheads (respectively) at 

RDC level, and 4% as a levy to the CAMPFIRE Association.  At least 10 RDCs are in compliance with the 

Revenue Guidelines, and in these districts CAMPFIRE revenue is paid directly into community controlled 

bank accounts by safari operators (Table 4). (p. 3-4) 

- An analysis of data presented in October 2013 … provides an estimated total of US$2,496,349 from 

hunting in 2012 (Table 5).  Hunting contributes an average of 90% of CAMPFIRE revenue annually. (p. 4) 

- An assessment of 18 main CAMPFIRE districts allocated hunting quotas for 2014 shows that 106 out of 

167 Bull Elephant hunts were booked by US citizens (Table 6).  Elephant trophy hunting contributes more 

than 70% income to the CAMPFIRE program. (p. 4) 

- Photographic tourism contributes an estimated 1.8% of total CAMPFIRE revenue annually according to 

2006 evaluation reports on CAMPFIRE (Table 7). (p. 6) 

- In all CAMPFIRE districts, revenue from hunting is used to support various management activities such as; 

fire awareness and purchase of fire-fighting equipment; opening of roads and fireguards; training of 

committees; look and learn tours to other CAMPFIRE districts; purchase of communication equipment; 

purchase of firearms for Resource Monitors; and rehabilitation of water supply systems to hunting areas.  

CAMPFIRE thus contributes to job creation, empowerment, and diversification of livelihoods for rural 
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communities. Substantial investments are also made annually by RDCs and safari operators in problem 

animal control (PAC) and anti-poaching. (p. 8) 

- Most of the income has been invested in infrastructure which has long term benefits to local 

communities.  Infrastructure such as clinics, schools, and grinding mills, boreholes, roads, fencing to keep 

out wildlife, has been set up in a number of districts (Table 10).  Purchase of tractors and drought relief 

food by communities has also contributed to food security in many drought prone CAMPFIRE areas.  

Children benefit from reduced walking distances through the construction of schools in the wards.  

Others benefit through procurement of learning materials and payment of school fees from CAMPFIRE 

proceeds.  Communities also benefit from meat from safari hunting operations and occasionally from 

problem animal control. (p. 8-9) 

- Table 10: Summary of CAMPFIRE Revenue Funded Projects per District (p. 9) 

 

CAMPFIRE Income Analysis - In 2014, … CAMPFIRE generated a total net hunting income of US$2,102,007 in 13 districts of Zimbabwe 

that hunt most species, including elephant. … The major hunted species is elephant, which contributed 

54% (US$1,138,375.09) of the total income.  (p. 1) 

- Table 1: Income generated by Elephants vs. Total Income; and Percentage Income (p. 2) 

- Figure 6: Total Hunting Income for 12 Districts: 2009-2014 (p. 5) 

- As shown in Figure 6, it is highly probable that the decline in hunting income for 2014 was largely caused 

by the suspension of trophy imports by United States of America.  The suspension has a lag effect on 

income, and preliminary calculations of earnings for 2015 indicate a further continuing decline.  The 

major contributor to hunting income, elephants, had a 52% off-take rate in the 13 districts (animals 

hunted vs the quota).  Seven districts out of 13 had an elephant off-take rate below 50% as shown in 

Figure 6. (p. 6) 

- Table 2: Examples of Community Projects funded from CAMPFIRE Revenue: 2010-14 (p. 7-8) 

 

CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report - The income generated from trophy fees in the last 6 years (2010 – 2015) is approximately US$11.4 

million of which elephant trophy fees contributed 65%, while a further US$4 million has come from the 

sale of hides, concession fees and other sundry income.  These funds have been distributed to CAMPFIRE 

communities in various Wards who received approximately 57% (range 39% - 77%) of the Trophy Fees … 

At the District level, approximately 80% of the funds are used to support the administration and 

management of the CAMPFIRE program, including investment on law enforcement.  In contrast, 55% of 

revenues provided to the producer Wards are channeled towards supporting social services such schools, 
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clinics and other programs that benefit the community.  The cost of living with wildlife, and particularly 

elephants, is shown through providing data on the scale of crop damage (7,000ha over 6 years) that has a 

significant impact in terms of its monetary value on rural communities who face food insecurity and deep 

poverty (average income US$1 a day).  96 human lives were lost to wildlife attacks, with elephant 

accounting for more than half of those deaths.  Yet despite these challenges, communities still retain a 

high level of tolerance for elephants, but this support is rapidly dissipating as a result of the loss of 

income from trophy hunting.  This places almost two million hectares of wild land at risk, including the 

risk of increasing retaliatory killing through poisoning and illegal wildlife crime.  A way forward is 

discussed outlining how the resumption of trophy imports can offset the challenges facing the CAMPFIRE 

program and through this, enhance the conservation of elephant outside of the protected areas. (p. ii) 

- In summary, CAMPFIRE protects about 50,000 km2 (12.7%) of land in Zimbabwe (Figure 1).  Benefits from 

wildlife and other incomes encompass:  

- Approximately 777,000 households (25%) in Zimbabwe benefited from CAMPFIRE directly or 

indirectly;  

- Approximately 25% of Zimbabwe’s people are receiving incentives to conserve wildlife and prevent 

anti-poaching through CAMPFIRE;  

- Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated US$39 million of which US$21.5 million was 

allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits (26%), and 

community projects (52%).  

- About 90% of CAMPFIRE revenue comes from hunting with elephant hunting contributing up to 

70% of annual revenue.  

- Based on Constitution of the CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major RDCs use 

CAMPFIRE revenue sharing guidelines, and in these districts revenue is paid directly into community 

controlled bank accounts by safari operators using the following guideline: RDC fees (41%), 

CAMPFIRE Association Levy (4%), and CAMPFIRE community (55%). (p. 5) 

- The CAMPFIRE program relies almost exclusively on income from hunting. (p. 5) 

- Figure 2: Total allocation of trophy elephant (N=1087) to nine major CAMPFIRE areas over a 6-year 

period (p. 7) 

- A total of 1,087 elephants have been allocated on quota to nine major CAMPFIRE areas since 2010 

(Figure 2).  This equates to 180 elephants per year.  The distribution of this quota among the nine 

CAMPFIRE areas is dictated by the relative density of elephants in the neighboring protected areas and 

those residing in the CAMPFIRE areas.  Tsholotsho, for example, that borders the southern boundary of 

Hwange National Park, was allocated 158 elephants (or 26/year) while Hwange, Binga and Hurungwe 
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CAMPFIRE Areas that do not border onto areas of high elephant densities receive approximately 10 

elephants/year. (p. 7) 

- Figure 3: Overall utilization (%) of elephant quotas in nine major CAMPFIRE Areas over a 6-year period (p. 

8) 

- Table 2: Origin of hunting clients visiting the major CAMPFIRE Areas :2010 – 2015. (p. 8) 

- Figure 4: Contribution of hunting clients to the CAMPFIRE Program (p. 9) 

- Figure 5: Income (US$) generated from the sale of key trophies (p. 10) 

- The importance of the income from elephant is clear from these data.  Trophy fees from elephant 

account for 64% of all fees generated from the key species (approximately US$1.2 million/year).  Buffalo 

(20%) are ranked second while leopard, hippo and crocodile contribute approximately 5% each.  

Noteworthy here is the low contribution of lion (approximately 2%).  This low level of income generation 

is partly a result of the impact of the lion import suspension into the USA and Europe, decreasing quota 

allocations and decreasing offtake levels brought about by the recently imposed lion age hunting 

regulations.  By comparison, the 897 American clients who hunted in CAMPFIRE Areas in the six-year 

period paid US$9 million in trophy fees and daily rates.  Other nationalities, contributed US$8 million. (p. 

10) 

- RDCs can generate income for other revenue streams, notably receiving a percentage of the daily rate, 

concession fees, bed night levies from photographic camps and from the lease/rent of equipment (Figure 

6).  The eight RDCs for which data are available generated approximately US$4 million from these 

revenue streams.  Excluded here are revenues that could have been earned from the sale of ivory 

recovered from problem animal control (PAC) and natural deaths, and from the distribution of meat 

estimated at 550,000kg over the 6-year period. (p. 10) 

- Figure 6: Income (US$) accruing to the RDCs from related income revenue streams (p. 10) 

- Over the last 6 years, the income generated from trophy fees is approximately US$11 million while a 

further US$4 million has come from the sale of hides, concession fees and other sundry income.  The 

agreed split of these funds is that not less than 55% of the revenues is paid as Ward dividends, not more 

than 35% is allocated to the RDC for wildlife management (habitat management, fire control, monitoring, 

hiring of game scouts, etc.), and 15% is retained by the RDC as an administrative levy.  Some RDCs do not 

consider all these revenues as “CAMPFIRE Funds” and segregate trophy fees from the other revenues.  

On average, the CAMPFIRE District Wards received 42% (range 23% - 66%) of the combined Concession 

and Trophy Fees, but the Wards received approximately 58% (range 26% - 77%) of the Trophy Fees 

(Table 3). (p. 11) 



28 

- Table 3: Summary of the benefit sharing (US$) of hunting related income between RDCs and Wards: 2010 

– 2015 (p. 12) 

- Most RDCs employ Game Scouts to conduct routine patrols and undertake basic law enforcement 

activities.  In most cases this is low key since the CAMPFIRE program relies on members of the 

community to report incidents of wildlife crime, and any other matters related to wildlife in their 

respective Wards and villages. (p. 14) 

- Although the data are incomplete, it is estimated that 7,000ha of crops were destroyed by elephant 

during the 6-year period under review.  It is not possible to accurately place a monetary value to this 

because crop production varies greatly from one year to the next, and from one region to another.  It is 

important however to take into consideration that the impact of crop destruction in the highly prone 

drought areas and areas of low rainfall (e.g. Beit Bridge, Binga, Tsholotsho) is more acute than in areas 

where crop production may be higher.  To place this into perspective, the national average maize yield is 

estimated at 300 – 600kg/ha, and the minimum cash value is US$180/ton.  The approximate value of the 

maize lost is therefore US$500,000 – US$1.0 million … (p. 18) 

- Table 8: Summary of the extent of human – wildlife conflict recorded in CAMPFIRE Wards: 2010 – 2015 

(p. 18) 

- Table 10: Examples of Social Services funded in selected CAMPFIRE areas from Ward Revenues generated 

from sport hunting: 2010-15 (p. 20) 

- The income to CAMPFIRE from the sustainable use of elephants has been declining since 2013, with 2014 

registering a significant drop following the announcement of the ban on ivory imports into America 

(Figure 9).  Although the hunting industry responded by seeking alternative markets (e.g. Russia, Middle 

East), this trend continued through 2015 and unconfirmed reports suggest that the decline has continued 

in 2016. (p. 22) 

- Figure 9: Annual income (US$) and offtake of elephants in 10 CAMPFIRE Districts (p. 23) 

- It is difficult to show concisely how the American ban on importation of elephant ivory from Zimbabwe 

has contributed to the decline in CAMPFIRE revenue and how hunting has enhanced the conservation of 

this species, due to the nature of the hunting industry in the CAMPFIRE areas.  The hunting sector is 

integrated across a wide range of socio-economic activities and withdrawing one segment adversely 

affects a range of other wildlife based activities.  Several indicators are provided here to demonstrate 

this:  

- 1. The US suspension of ivory imports from Zimbabwe has had a significant impact on CAMPFIRE, 

and resulted in the cancellation of 108 out of 189 (57%) elephant hunts in all major districts initially 
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booked by US citizens in 2014.  The net impact of this was a reduction of CAMPFIRE income for all 

areas from US$2.2m in 2013 to US$1.7m in 2014.  A similar pattern prevailed in 2015 (US$1.6m), 

and a further decline is anticipated in 2016 where outfitters struggled to sell elephant safaris and 

those that did had to heavily discount their prices.  

- 2. The key trophy species (elephant, buffalo, leopard, hippo, crocodile and lion) contribute 

approximately US$1.2 million/year to CAMPFIRE revenues.  Elephant account for 64% of these fees. 

(p. 22) 

- 3. Quota utilisation of elephant prior to the ban did not exceed 60% of the CAMPFIRE quota 

allocation.  

- 4. American hunters make up 53% of the clients in CAMPFIRE areas.  

- 5. CAMPFIRE producer Wards receive on average 57% of all trophy revenues.  

- 6. The CAMPFIRE hunting industry in the 9 RDCs covered in this analysis directly supports 104 

producer Wards, representing 737 villages or 85,847 households.  

- 7. The CAMPFIRE program employs managers, officers and game scouts at both the District and 

Ward level who are responsible for monitoring wildlife based land use activities in their areas and 

these are directly paid from safari hunting income.  

- 8. Both RDCs and Wards invest in a variety of equipment that benefits communities and wildlife 

management.  The operational and maintenance costs for this equipment are drawn from safari 

hunting income.  

- 9. RDCs utilise 80% of the CAMPFIRE revenues to support administration and management of the 

program.  20% is invested in global social services that benefit communities at the District level.  

- 10. Producer Wards, representing approximately 2.6 million hectares, bear the cost of living with 

wildlife.  Under the 6-year period under review, elephants are responsible for the destruction of 

approximately 7,000ha of croplands in the 9 Districts.  The minimum cost of this in terms of food 

production is estimated at US$500,000 – US$1.0 million.  

- 11. Producer Wards have elected to invest 55% of their dividends from CAMPFIRE revenues in social 

services (schools, clinics etc.).  74% of these revenues are generated through trophy fees where 

elephant play a significant role.  

- 12. Although CAMPFIRE communities suffer most from elephant crop damage, the number of 

elephant destroyed as problem animals is well within acceptable limits and with few exceptions, has 

little or no impact on population numbers. (p. 23) 

- In conclusion, the CAMPFIRE program relies almost exclusively on revenues generated through hunting. 

These revenues cannot be replaced through alternative wildlife based activities. This places almost two 

million hectares of wild land at risk, including the risk of increasing retaliatory killing through poisoning 
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and illegal wildlife crime.  Wildlife in Communal Lands is under pressure.  Removing any benefits will tip 

the balance and disgruntled CAMPFIRE communities will turn to pastoralism and unsustainable 

agricultural practices, thereby reducing wildlife habitat.  The suspension of trophy imports is effectively 

encouraging communities to become willing tools for poaching – a forced abandonment of CAMPFIRE. 

(p. 23) 

- The presence of regulated hunting can also reduce illegal activities, and private outfitters’ lease 

agreements are being reviewed to include anti-poaching as an obligation of the concessionaire.  Trophy 

hunting revenues are vital to facilitating not only law enforcement activities but also general wildlife 

management.  Alternative wildlife land use practices, e.g. eco-tourism, cannot generate sufficient 

revenues to cover these costs, and certainly not to justify wildlife as a land use outside of protected 

areas.  Hunting can generate revenues under a wider range of scenarios than eco-tourism, including in 

remote areas lacking infra-structure, attractive scenery, or high densities of viewable wildlife.  

Consequently, elephant and other wildlife populations will be negatively affected through reduced 

conservation efforts arising from low funding and reduced goodwill from the communities.  CAMPFIRE 

has been widely regarded as one of Africa’s most successful contemporary conservation initiatives.  

Hunting of elephants plays an integral part in promoting CAMPFIRE as it permits the residents of 

communal lands to share in the benefits generated by wildlife utilization on those lands. (p. 24) 

- As shown above, the bulk of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with elephant hunting 

contributing more than 60% of annual revenue.  The current revenue sharing guidelines require safari 

outfitters to pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank accounts and this has had a positive 

impact on community attitudes to wildlife conservation.  These funds have been used by RDCs and 

producer Wards to promote wildlife conservation, but despite its achievements, CAMPFIRE still faces 

fundamental challenges.  The most crucial of these challenges is developing strategies to accommodate 

the increasing human populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key CAMPFIRE areas.  

Understandably, the focus of these households is on food security requiring the extension of basic 

agricultural schemes and increased livestock numbers. Such land uses are incompatible with wildlife 

based land use … Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s 

Government, and an evaluation dedicated to improving the program is ongoing and should be finalized 

by the end of 2017.  Zimbabwe’s Government recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends 

entirely on those among whom they live.  Unless local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached 

to the point where just a few remain in fortified reserves.  CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the 

future of wildlife in communal areas rests on the success of this program. (p. 24) 

- The hunting of elephants, under sustainable and well-regulated conditions, has the potential to raise 

adequate funds to support itself and other species in CAMPFIRE areas.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe 
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confirms its commitment to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in its Elephant 

Management Plan, and recognizes the role that elephant play in the CAMPFIRE program. (p. 25) 

 

SOAZ Report - The results of questionnaire responses from 14 safari operators indicate that for the 110 elephant on 

quota between them, there will be a combined financial loss of $3,364,450 to them and to Zimbabwe 

(Table 1).  This will have a direct impact on 87 operators and Professional Hunters, 781 Staff, 245 Anti 

poaching personnel and approximately 108,000 people in rural communities living with elephants. (p. 3) 

- Table 1. Results to show the number of dependents, elephant on quota and the loss of revenue and 

hunting days as a result of the US Fish & Wildlife Services suspension on import of elephant trophies for 

14 Safari Operators in Zimbabwe (p. 3) 

Dependents Number 

of 

Elephant 

on Quota 

Hunting 

Days Lost 

Suspensio

n 

Value of Loss 

Operator 

& PH’s 

Staff Anti 

Poaching 

Com-

munity 

87 781 245 108312 110 1430 US$3,364,450.00 

- It is estimated that trophies of 160 sport hunted elephant are imported into the USA from Zimbabwe 

each year.  If the information in Table 1 is extrapolated out for a quota of 160 elephant (I.e. multiply each 

figure by a factor of 1.45) then we can assume that the financial loss to Zimbabwe of the suspension will 

be in the region $4,878,452.50.  It will have a direct impact on 126 Operators and Professional Hunters, 

1132 staff, 355 anti poaching personnel and approximately 155,000 people living in rural communities. 

(p. 3) 

- Table 2 shows that the 14 Safari Operators that responded to the questionnaire spent a combined total 

of $957,843.00 on anti poaching in their areas and this employs 245 people specifically for anti poaching. 

(p. 4) 

- Table 2. The expenditure on Anti Poaching and number of Anti Poaching personnel employed by 14 Safari 

Operators in Zimbabwe (p. 4) 

Anti Poaching expenditure – 2013 Anti Poaching Personnel Employed 

US$957,843.00 245 

- As in Section 3, if these figures are extrapolated out to give figures relative to the 160 sport hunted 

elephant imported into the USA each year from Zimbabwe, we can make the assumption that US hunters 

are assisting with the funding of $1,388,872.35 towards anti poaching in Zimbabwe through their safari 
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payments and that this is enabling the employment of 355 anti poaching personnel along with all the 

equipment and support required.  The imposed suspension on the import of sport hunted elephant into 

the USA from Zimbabwe will have a significant detrimental impact on these figures and in many cases the 

anti poaching efforts will not be sustained. (p. 4) 

 

FWS Press Release - Legal, well-regulated sport hunting, as part of a sound management program, can benefit the 

conservation of listed species by providing incentives to local communities to conserve the species and 

by putting much-needed revenue back into conservation.  At this time, the Service does not have 

conservation concerns with African elephant sport hunting in Namibia, South Africa, or Botswana; though 

it should be noted that Botswana is not currently open to elephant sport hunting. 

 

Local Conservation Efforts 

DOCUMENT NAME SAMPLE OF KEY QUOTATIONS 

ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response - The Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 … recognises any land that is being used for wildlife 

conservation and designates the legal occupant of that land as Appropriate Authority.  On communal 

lands/tribal Appropriate Authority is accorded to the Rural District Council.  Appropriate Authority is the 

legal right to utilize and manage wildlife on the property under community jurisdiction. (p. 15-16) 

 

ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - The Parks and Wildlife Act accorded Appropriate Authority status to communal and private property 

areas with significant wildlife populations which confer user rights to the property owners.  Appropriate 

Authority allows the property owners or tenants to manage and benefit from the wildlife on their land.  

Local communities through CAMPFIRE programs participate in quota setting workshops in which local 

communities get the opportunity to learn wildlife management practices from the various technocrats 

who will be presenting their game management practices.  The local communities also get an 

opportunity to market their offtake to safari operators, which if they get a hunting client, proceeds, are 

remitted to the community thereby improving their livelihoods.  This arrangement incentivizes 

landowners and tenants to not only tolerate wildlife, but to conserve and promote conservation and 

protection of wildlife.  ZPWMA also provides para-military training to Rural District Council game guards, 

to equip them with law enforcement and anti-poaching techniques.  In the communal areas, ZPWMA is 

working towards increasing its network of informers to assist in intelligence gathering, a vital tool in the 

fight against poaching. (p. 20) 

- ZPWMA strongly believes that local effort has played a major role in elephant conservation.  



33 

- Safari operators in the field are cooperating with Government agencies in anti-poaching and 

intelligence gathering.  Very often they generally provide transport and other resources to rangers.  

- NGOs have played a pivotal role in supporting elephant surveys, game water supply and research.  

- Private owned conservancies provide key habitats for elephants outside the protected area system, 

including law enforcement and research into elephant population dynamics.  In some communal 

areas, land has been set aside as wildlife management areas.  Many farmers with wildlife on their 

properties are receiving technical assistance on wildlife conservation including intensive breeding 

and ranching operations. (p. 25) 

- Fundamentally, ZimParks supports local efforts by providing a conducive legislative and policy 

environment which allows the private and community sectors to thrive.  The granting of Appropriate 

Authority Status to private properties and Rural District Councils is a case in point. 

- In addition, we also do the following:  

- share anti-poaching intelligence with the stakeholders  

- hold joint patrols and send reinforcements when required  

- restocking  

- offer technical advisory services  

- collaborate in implementing the TFCA Programme  

- Partnerships and joint ventures (p. 26) 

- Mechanisms have been put in place such as tax incentives to promote and sustain efforts across 

Zimbabwe's elephant range.  The Parks and Wildlife Act accorded Appropriate Authority status to 

communal and private properties areas with significant wildlife populations which confers user rights to 

the property owners.  Appropriate Authority allows the property owners or tenants to manage and 

benefit from the wildlife on their land in a coordinated manner.  This arrangement gives incentives to 

landowners and tenants to not only tolerate wildlife, but to conserve and promote conservation and 

protection of wildlife.  The Wildlife Based Land Reform Policy and other related policies; measures have 

been put in place to encourage wildlife production in areas that are not suitable for agriculture… (p. 26) 

 

ZPWMA July 2015 Response - The communal areas benefits from wildlife through the CAMPFIRE program.  This program is key in that it 

helps to encourage the communities to co-existence with wildlife. (p. 50) 

 

ZPWMA, Elephant Management Plan 

2015-2020 

- The Role of Sport Hunting in Elephant Conservation: Elephants are a charismatic species but can also be 

destructive when they destroy crops, threaten livestock and even human lives.  To have a future, 

elephants must have value.  Value to the governing authorities and to the local people.   The greater the 
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value, the greater the tolerance of them is likely to be.   The local people who live closest to them will 

determine the long-term survival of species like elephant.  Regulated sport hunting converts wildlife into 

assets for the benefit of local people and the country as a whole.  Wildlife can be a most valuable asset 

and in turn empower local communities and provide basic necessities.  When it is viewed as a valuable 

asset, wildlife becomes an economically competitive land use in Zimbabwe, which leads to habitat 

preservation instead of habitat destruction and conversion to agriculture or livestock production.  Game 

animals have a survival advantage because of user-pay stewardship systems where use revenue 

generated from tourist hunters is paid through to wildlife authorities and local communities.  The 

presence of regulated hunting can also reduce illegal activities.  Many hunting operators in Zimbabwe 

have specialised anti-poaching units.  Private operators’ lease agreements are being reviewed to include 

anti-poaching as an obligation of the concessionaire.  Regulated hunting is the opposite of poaching.  

One is a lawful activity designed by government wildlife authorities and experts to perpetuate resources 

and the other is prohibited thievery outside of and away from the system.  The first is like making a bank 

deposit and the second is like a bank robbery, without sustainable limits.  Trophy hunting revenues are 

vital because there are not enough tourists to otherwise generate income to support all protected areas.  

Eco-tourism revenues are typically sufficient to cover the costs of only some of the parks and certainly 

not to justify wildlife as a land use outside of protected areas.  Hunting is able to generate revenues 

under a wider range of scenarios than eco-tourism, including in remote areas lacking infra-structure, 

attractive scenery, or high densities of viewable wildlife.  Consequently, elephant and other wildlife 

populations will be negatively affected through reduced conservation efforts arising from low funding 

and reduced goodwill from the communities, when in reality the elephant has the economic potential to 

raise adequate funds to support itself and other species.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe confirms its 

commitment to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in this Action Plan. (p. 12, Box 1) 

- v) Private sector: The corporate community participates in elephant management mainly through 

resource mobilization.  Safari operators report poaching and assist in anti-poaching patrols.  Through 

lease and trophy fees they provide revenue to ZPWMA.  They help develop infrastructure, provide funds 

to communities and supplement diets with meat from trophy animals.  Zimbabwe subscribes to the 

principle of sustainable utilisation of wildlife resources including elephants.  Sport hunting is the principal 

form of wildlife utilisation whereby offtakes are adaptively managed and monitored through a 

participatory and science based process.  This process allows for sustainable offtakes, and rigorous 

resource monitoring programmes that allow recruitment within a population to ensure the continued 

survival of the population in the wild.  The high economic value conferred to the elephant through 

consumptive utilisation has also resulted in increased tolerance by local communities. (p. 12) 
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ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding (2014) - The centralised command and control approach to law enforcement to protect the elephant is unlikely to 

work as proved in most parts of Africa.  The long-term solution is to ensure greater return of elephants to 

the community.  Conservation of elephants will be achieved as a by-product of the quest for 

sustainability. (p. 37) 

 

SOAZ Report - We have received information from fourteen safari operators in Zimbabwe.  The operations of these 

companies cover a wide range of safari concessions including Government Safaris Areas, Campfire Areas 

and Private Conservancies.  They also include safari concessions in the three main wildlife systems in 

Zimbabwe being; (1) Zambezi Valley and Sebungwe, (2) the North West including Hwange/Matetsi/Vic 

Falls and (3) the South & South East Lowveld including Gonarezhou, Save Valley Conservancy & Bubye 

Conservancy. (p. 1) 

- The results of questionnaire responses from 14 safari operators indicate that for the 110 elephant on 

quota between them, there will be a combined financial loss of $3,364,450 to them and to Zimbabwe 

(Table 1).  This will have a direct impact on 87 operators and Professional Hunters, 781 Staff, 245 Anti 

poaching personnel and approximately 108,000 people in rural communities living with elephants. (p. 3) 

- While National Parks provide the primary refuge for elephant populations in Zimbabwe, a significant 

proportion of elephant live in the safari areas which are generally more marginal in terms of wildlife 

numbers and often have large rural human populations within or adjacent to them.  The role of safari 

operations in providing a benefit to such communities and enforcing anti poaching as a means of 

maintaining elephant and other wildlife populations in these areas cannot be underestimated. (p. 4) 

 

FWS Press Release - In Zimbabwe, available data, though limited, indicate a significant decline in the elephant population.  

Anecdotal evidence, such as the widely publicized poisoning last year of 300 elephants in Hwange 

National Park, suggests that Zimbabwe’s elephants are also under siege. 

- Legal, well-regulated sport hunting, as part of a sound management program, can benefit the 

conservation of listed species by providing incentives to local communities to conserve the species and 

by putting much-needed revenue back into conservation.  At this time, the Service does not have 

conservation concerns with African elephant sport hunting in Namibia, South Africa, or Botswana; though 

it should be noted that Botswana is not currently open to elephant sport hunting. 
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Timothy J. Van Norman, Chief, Branch of Permits 
Division of Management Authority 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, Virginia 22041-3803 
Phone: 703-358-2104, ext. 1983 
 
 
January 19, 2015 
 
 

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS AND EMAIL (without attachments) 

Re: Supporting Documentation for Comments Demonstrating Enhancement from 

Tourist Hunting in Zimbabwe 

Dear Tim, 

Enclosed are recently received documents we are submitting in support of our previous 
comments in opposition to the FWS’s negative 2014 enhancement determination for Zimbabwe 
and in support of a positive determination for 2015. 

The first set of documents is from safari operator Lodzi Hunters (Lodzi).  As explained in 
our December 15 comment, over the past two years, Lodzi has paid $531,300 to the CAMPFIRE 
communities in the Tsholotsho District and $150,000 to the Lusulu CAMPFIRE communities as 
part of their community development initiatives.  Over and above these payments, they transport 
food and building materials, repair and drill boreholes and roads, provide vehicles and transport 
for the communities and community leaders, and much more.  They contribute directly to anti-
poaching by maintaining a 12-man team who patrols the area near Hwange National Park.  These 
additional contributions have cost the company over $350,000, rendering their total contribution 
over $1 million. 

The enclosed documents include receipts, contracts, community requests and responses, 
and other evidence of Lodzi’s extensive contributions.  In addition to the contributions described 
above, the enclosed documents demonstrate, among other things, that Lodzi directly contributes 
to their local CAMPFIRE districts and wards, to the Zimbabwe police force, to game scouts, and 
to individuals who seek their assistance and resources.  They contractually bound themselves to 
support the CAMPFIRE communities, and have far exceeded those obligations.  For instance: 

• Payments to CAMPFIRE Communities: As documented in the enclosed receipts, in 
the past two years Lodzi has made direct payments to CAMPFIRE wards of $236,794 and 
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payments to the RDC of $216,634, not including further payments to the CAMPFIRE 
Association and funds for the social responsibility programs discussed below.  In a poor 
rural area, this is vital income which supports infrastructure development, food security, 
health and education programs, etc. 

• Anti-Poaching: As previously explained, Lodzi discovered the first carcasses in the 2013 
Hwange poisoning.  They assisted the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management 
Authority (ZPWMA) in many ways, and “provided numerous small 4x4 vehicles and 4x4 
trucks, 4 000 liters of fuel for deploying scouts and made [their] own anti-poaching scouts/ 
trackers available as part of the operation to hunt down the poachers.  [They] … provided 
2 helicopters, which [flew] 24 hours between the two as part of the mission….” 

• Lodzi actively contributes to the Tsholotsho South area of Hwange National Park. They 
continue to assist ZPWMA with transport and deployment of rangers; aerial surveillance 
of poaching “hot spots”; research on cyanide poisoning; and resuscitation of an important 
water hole.  In 2012, in an acute water shortage, Lodzi assisted ZPWMA by providing the 
heavy equipment needed to scoop a major water hole. 

• In September 2013, Lodzi’s anti-poaching team documented the arrest of a poacher who 
killed 12 elephant with cyanide.  

• Construction and Water Management: In their 2013 statement to the Tsholotsho South 
CAMPFIRE district council, Lodzi reported that they had provided 170 bags of cement 
and other building materials and funds for constructing the Tshithatshawa Clinic, installed 
new desks in the Pelela School, and provided river sand to two local chiefs.  In 2014, they 
donated window panels and putty to Pelela School and carried loads of river sand for 
construction of a cottage at Zibalongwe Primary School.  Pelela School thanked Lodzi for 
the “maximum support you are showing to our school.”  Lodzi aided Khumbula Primary 
School, with an enrollment of 160 students, by rehabilitating their borehole.  On a whole, 
Lodzi donated building materials and water to a dozen schools in 2013 and 2014. 

• Lodzi receives multiple requests per year for assistance in digging or repairing boreholes 
and repairing pumping equipment.  In July 2013, they provided a “monohead” part for an 
engine to aid Yukuzenzele Village, which was suffering from a water crisis.  In October 
2013, they provided additional boreholes to the Mpisini community of over 60 households 
(500 people).  In early 2014, they provided monopump equipment to the Gibixhegu ward 
to rehabilitate the community borehole.  And in July 2014, Lodzi rehabilitated a borehole 
in the Matopo ward, which the Chief called “a great stride in providing safe water to the 
community.”  These are just a few examples of a critical service Lodzi provides to people 
living in a very dry area of Zimbabwe. 

• Support to Local Schools: In addition to building materials, Lodzi supports local schools 
like Pelela, Khumbula, St. Joseph’s, Mpilo, Mgomeni, Tembbile, Pelendaba, Mkauzaneni,  
Zibalongwe, Zimwatuga, Sasedza, St. Mary’s, Samahuru, and Khumbula (primary and 
high schools) through donations of cash, books, food and water, clothing and uniforms, 
sports equipment, and prizes (in addition to donations of building materials and transport 
as described here).  One example of a request for donations, dated October 21, 2013, 
recognized Lodzi’s “usual co-operation” in assisting the school. 

• Food Security: In 2013, Lodzi supplied over 7,600 kilograms (over $16,000) in meat to 
local communities of the Tsholotsho district, providing a much needed source of protein.  
They also supply meals to game scouts when the scouts receive medical care, and provide 
ox and meal to local wards. 
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• Transport: Lodzi empowers local communities by providing transportation in a poor rural 
area with limited access to fuel.  Lodzi ferries community leaders, allowing them to attend 
important meetings; school children desiring to play football against their regional rivals; 
and women who needed to cut and transport thatching grass for their homes.  (Notably, 
Lodzi houses the women at its camp while they cut this grass.) 

• Support to the Local Police: In response to a request, Lodzi helped repair the Zimbabwe 
Republic Police station’s sewage system at a cost of over $1,500.  The request had noted, 
“Your usual co-operation is appreciated.” 

• Human Capacity Building: Similarly, Lodzi responds to a wide array of requests from 
the Tsholotsho South Rural District Council, whose letters also frequently note, “Looking 
forward to your usual cooperation.”  In 2013, for example, they funded a training session 
for the CAMPFIRE Committee staff in an amount exceeding $3,200. 

• Contractual Obligations: When they tendered for the Tsholotsho CAMPFIRE concession, 
Lodzi promised to remit trophy and concession fees of $17,940 per elephant and to fund a 
social responsibility program.  Under that program, the company promised to employ 80% 
of its staff from local communities; to provide the local communities with at least 90% of 
the elephant meat harvested; to use company equipment and expertise to repair pans, dams, 
canals, and boreholes and to dig and maintain new boreholes; to assist community leaders 
in traveling throughout the district; to improve PAC by donating a vehicle and fuel so the 
district game scouts can get to problem areas; to establish a permanent anti-poaching team 
in the area; and to transport, feed, and equip district scouts on anti-poaching missions.  
The tender proposal forecasts paying a total of $1,329,300 in trophy and concession fees 
to the CAMPFIRE district council in the period from 2013-17. 

• The Memorandum of Understanding between Lodzi and the Tsholotsho council commits 
Lodzi to build a safari camp that will revert to district property and generate income for the 
CAMPFIRE district.  It commits Lodzi to the obligations discussed in the tender proposal 
and then some, including mandating all elephant meat taken in the district belongs to the 
wards and requiring Lodzi to assist the district with PAC.  Of course, it commits Lodzi to 
the payment of concession and trophy fees and a social responsibility program.  As shown 
in the enclosed documents, Lodzi has more than lived up to its contractual obligations and 
has taken its social responsibilities very seriously. 

We hope you carefully review the enclosed documentation.  The highlights described here 
are a small example of the huge contributions made by Lodzi to the Tsholotsho communities. 

We request that you treat this information as confidential and proprietary, most especially 
the Memorandum of Understanding, the tender proposal, and the payment and check receipts.  
This information is the confidential business information of Lodzi.  It represents sensitive, 
proprietary information including bank account numbers of the operator and the communities and 
negotiated agreements between the operator and the district that could put the operator at a 
disadvantage in future competitive bidding for the concession if publicly released. 

The second book is from operator Charlton McCallum Safaris, whom we discussed in all 
of our prior submissions.  With all three comments, we provided documentation of the company’s 
anti-poaching activities, and with the December 15 comment, we provided documentation of the 
company’s community development expenditures for 2013 and 2014 in the amount of $750,210.  
As we previously described. Charlton McCallum Safaris (CM Safaris) has been very successful 
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through the Dande Anti-Poaching Unit (DAPU) and reduced poaching in their concession from 40 
carcasses in 2010 to only 7 in 2014. 

The enclosed book further documents DAPU’s anti-poaching successes.  It shows, among 
other things, that in 2014 DAPU expended over $72,661 for salaries, rations, rewards, equipment, 
and vehicle costs.  DAPU’s budget for 2015 is even higher – $80,837.  Funds for 2015 activities 
will come from CM Safaris’ revenue (generated by hunts), and from donations made by safari 
clients on top of the costs of their hunts.  These clients donate to DAPU through Conservation 
Force, in addition to the price they pay for hunts, because they support DAPU’s mission.  CM 
Safaris’ anti-poaching spending is on top of the amounts contributed to local communities. 

Also enclosed is a declaration which shows an additional $15,000 in anti-poaching funds 
that have been contributed to DAPU through Conservation Force, but which have not yet been 
received by CM Safaris or incorporated into the book.   

The enclosed book documents the actual dollar amounts being spent by an operator on its 
anti-poaching coverage in one concession, and shows that almost half the anti-poaching spending 
comes directly from hunting clients, on top of the costs of the hunts.  The enclosed declaration 
reinforces the generosity of hunters towards protecting and preserving elephant and other wildlife.  
These two documents are undeniable evidence of enhancement. 

The enclosed information further documents the enhancement provided by tourist hunting 
and safari operators in Zimbabwe.  We hope FWS will consider these documents and use this 
“hard evidence” in reversing the trophy import suspension for 2014.  Further, we hope FWS will 
consider this documentation in making a positive enhancement determination for 2015, so these 
clear benefits will not be interrupted or diminished. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

John J. Jackson, III 
Conservation Force 
3240 S. I-10 Service Road W., Suite 200 
Metairie, Louisiana 70001-6911 
Phone: 504-837-1233 
Fax: 504-837-1145 
Email: jjw-no@att.net 

 

CC:  Dan Ashe, Director of FWS (Letter by email) 
Bryan Arroyo (Letter by email) 
Rosemarie Gnam (Letter by email) 

Attachments 















Regina Lennox <regina.lennox.cf@gmail.com>

Confidential Anti-Poaching Information for Zimbabwe
1 message

Regina A. Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org> Wed, Feb 1, 2017 at 9:51 AM

To: "Vannorman, Tim" <tim_vannorman@fws.gov>

Dear Tim,

Attached please find confidential anti-poaching information for Zimbabwe.  This reflects implementation of the Mana

Pools/Lower Zambezi regional elephant management plan.

Please consider this information in making an enhancement finding for Zimbabwe.

Best wishes,

Regina

Regina A. Lennox

Conservation Force

3240 S I-10 Service Road W, Suite 200

Metairie, Louisiana 70001  USA

504-837-1233 (office)

919-452-8652 (cell)

regina.lennox@conservationforce.org

Da: Chris Moore 

Oggetto: 2016 AFRICAN CONSERVANCIES report (2).docx - Hword

Data: 31 gennaio 2017 15:21:32 CET

A: Marco Pani

Hi Marco,

Not as dramatic as 2015, not from lack of effort but we had far fewer incursions due to removal of space and

removal of firearms 2015. We are working on securing the southern boundary now. I am going to have to find some

funding this year. I feel my best way is to auction some hunts?

I hope this finds you well and when are you and Mr. Jackson coming to visit us in Omay to hunt a nyami? 

Chris

2016 AFRICAN CONSERVANCIES report (2).docx

191K

Gmail - Confidential Anti-Poaching Information for Zimbabwe https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=ac67b12c82&view=pt&q=in...
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AFRICAN CONSERVANCIES 

African Conservancies was established in 2014,  and the first project was in Nyaminyami Rural 

District Council, the Omay Communal Land hunting area.  AC comprises Carbon Green 

International, the relevant Rural District Council and the relevant community in which the 

conservation plan falls. A trust has been formed that will include these parties as beneficiaries.  

The primary goal of AC was to locate a suitable area to form, build and manage a sustainable 

community conservation area. The Omay 1 hunting area between the Ume and Sengwa Rivers 

was selected as a perfect phase one. The criteria of selection include: being communal land 

hunting area, falling within the CGI REDD+ project area, and having a suitable residual resource 

and forest land to be able to resuscitate.  

OBJECTIVES OF AFRICAN CONSERVANCIES 

The primary objective of AC was to select an area within the REDD+ project, (stretching from 

Binga to Kanyemba in the communal areas) and partner the community and council. The belief 

in building sustainable conservation areas and in particular enabling communities to truly and 

directly benefit from this sustainable utilization is at the core of this project. 

The immediate goals with the Ume River Community Conservation Area were to reduce hunting 

offtake and reduce poaching. The hunting offtake was reduced in 2014, 2015 and in 2016. For 

example, 2014 saw twelve buffalo being hunted from the quota of thirty five. In 2015 we had a 

buffalo offtake of ten from the possible thirty five. Having done our own numbers on the 

ground, our offtakes are very conservative and the population increase through relocation due 

to no hunting pressure is clearly visible, with far better trophy quality and substantial numbers 

increases across species.  

Anti-poaching began in 2014, with six CGI game scouts based out of Manyuli camp close to the 

Gokwe boundary and six scouts based out the Ume hunting camp. We decided at the close of 

2014 that the anti-poaching was not having enough effect on the structured elephant poaching, 

so in March 2015 Steve Wentzel and I decided that it needed direction and management. So 

beginning in March, I personally came into the Omay to oversee and manage the anti-poaching 

teams.  

 



I immediately amalgamated the two teams and brought in Mr Charles Khumalo to head up this 

new team. Charles is ex-Zimbabwean National Army, a brave, dedicated leader, who has 

commanded not only the respect of this unit, but myself and the community at large.  

We started in-house training incorporating firearms training, tactical house clearances, 

offensive tracking and in the process building a more intense unit that could cope with a far 

more aggressive outlook to the poaching problems. This immediately began to produce results. 

This team has increased in size and area of operations; in 2015 additional capacity was attained 

to eighteen personnel and there are four fixed bases of operations. 

Our focus has been on hardened, armed poachers with the theory that the fish, snare, and dog 

bushmeat poachers would be dealt with in the process of eliminating the more "serious" 

elements.   

AREA OF OPERATIONS 

 

 

Though we in theory are based in the Omay communal land, our operations stretch into 

Gokwe, around Chizarira and Charisa and Binga. Due to our operations being outside of the 

National Parks we predominantly operate with Zimbabwe Republic Police details and RDC game 

scouts. Our entire unit has now been accepted as Police reservists and we are awaiting our 

Police force numbers.  



 

 

It has been agreed that our unit, having been accepted as reservists, will establish a dedicated 

reaction team within the police force that I shall train and manage. The first in-house courses in 

conjunction with Police and ourselves are set to begin early 2017. We hope to achieve better 

safety, operational cohesion and teamwork by implementing standardized Standard Operating 

Procedures and insight into our intelligence and operations work. 

OPERATIONS 

In August 2015 Charles Khumalo was tasked with resurrecting and bettering the information 

gathering networks, as reacting to shots fired is almost a pointless affair. The poaching teams 

shoot toward last light and fifteen minutes from shots fired the elephant’s face is chopped off 

and the poachers are moving. There is no way to track them fast enough to catch them up at 

this stage. The needle-in-a-haystack affair is almost pointless for arresting poachers. There are 

over two million acres of bush to patrol and it would require an army to do this.   

The informant/intelligence network has had significant effect; we had over one hundred and 

twenty people on our books at the beginning of 2015. We have over one hundred and eighty at 

this time. Over ninety five percent of our arrests have occurred and been made possible 

through the capturing or purchasing of intelligence that is then collated, vetted and prioritized.  

Our full-time Intel man has proven time and time again that our focus on the “funnies” 

department produces results. By taking away the safe zones of the community that the 

poaching teams utilized in the past, they are now severely limited as to where and how to carry 

out illegal operations without being compromised. We incorporate many layers into this 

department.  

EDUCATION 

Educating people and school children to the value of their wildlife and ensuring the CAMPFIRE 

funds trickle down and are utilized correctly is essential. In doing this we ask communities to 

embrace the teams’ desire to protect their valuable resources and to understand that without 

the participation of the community in our protection efforts there is very little hope for the 

future as the community only has their renewable resources to consistently rely on.  

PAC 

We make sure the community is protected from the wildlife and ensure that we promptly carry 

out PAC (Problem Animal Control) operations. We carry out PAC work in predominantly a non-



lethal method, fireworks, implementation of beehive projects on elephant entrance routes, 

reinforcing stock pens against lions, and teaching methods of pushing unwanted wildlife back 

into the conservation areas - and supporting communities to do this. 

UNDERCOVER OPERATIONS 

There are continual rolling undercover operations taking place. These again vary in style and 

target various criminal elements. The “sales” department, “purchase” department and 

“poaching” department. The covert teams pose as the above, leading to sting operations 

carried out in conjunction with the police. These teams actively work their way into the ivory 

trade in the area, building up intelligence and “networking” the illegals and setting up stings 

that protect the identities and integrity of undercover teams and Confidential Informants. 

These ops by nature are very testing and have a high danger component that takes a certain 

type of individual to carry out with a high degree of success.  

ENTRIES AND EXITS 

The poaching teams generally originate from south of Nyaminyami district, with a few (under 

5%) from Zambia to the north. Over 85% of them have to enter and exit the areas and cover 

substantial distances generally on foot. A substantial amount of time is put into understanding 

these routes, mapping them, walking and timing them, watching them physically or with trail 

cameras or in establishing informants to monitor the routes. By doing so we have formed a very 

good idea of which team is on the way in or has come into the area and where to intercept 

them on the way out or set up sting ops to catch them on exit. 

GENERAL PATROLS 

General cross-graining for spoor is carried out between intel operations, with the entries and 

exits work helping to minimalize the amount of area that requires coverage. We will also utilize 

this quiet time to carry out work on lesser criminal activities like bushmeat and fish poaching. 

SUCCESFUL OPERATIONS 

25 January. Confidential Informant (CI) resulted in a night operation on a poacher’s home 

resulting in an arrest and recovery of an illegal firearm used for elephant poaching. 

13 March. CI led to an ambush of an entrance route from Binga. The poaching team changed 

their route, resulting in an imperfect ambush. On contact, one was arrested and three escaped. 

Tracker team follow-up found the escapees fled to Zambia to avoid arrest. 

 

 



21 March. A patrol found a fresh snare line. Tracker team followed up approximately 30 km to 

homesteads. Subsequent search and questioning led to the arrest of two and recovery of 25 

snares and spears. 

4 April. CI led to a night op on two locations. One with an illegal firearm and the second with 

the ammunition, both recovered. Warrants of arrest have been issued for the individuals 

involved. 

13 July. Tracker team follow-up of suspicious spoor led to the arrest of an individual laying cable 

snares, 17 cable snares were recovered. 

15 July. Observation team sighted a suspicious fire at night. OP guided tracker team in at first 

light. Were fired upon, poachers fled during exchange of fire. 

15 October. Tracker team with information from CI followed spoor of elephant poaching team 

leading to Matusadona National Park. Contact and exchange of fire ensued, contact initiated 

prematurely due poaching teams imminent entry to the Park. Suspects fled into the Park 

unfortunately holding the firearm but dropping other equipment. Cross-boundary follow up 

delayed due the time of day. 

3 November. Suspect photographed by trail cam exiting Park with Ivory. After positive ID, night 

op resulted in his arrest. Trial is ongoing, critical due to the first time photographic evidence of 

this nature will be utilized for state prosecution. 

3 November. CI information led to the arrest of a poacher found in possession of poached 

buffalo meat and poaching equipment. 

18 December. CI information led to arrest of an individual in possession of pangolin scales and 

skins, buffalo carcass and equipment. 

26 December. CI information led to a night op and the arrest of a known meat poacher. Illegal 

bush meat, snares and equipment were recovered. 

 

ARRESTS 

ELEPHANT POACHING      3 

MEAT POACHING                 12 

ILLEGAL FISHING                 30 

GOLD PANNING      7 



                                            52 

RECOVERIES 

WEAPONS       2 

SNARES                   119   

ILLEGAL NETS                                       + 4000m 

 

 

GENERAL 

2016 saw a massive reduction in poaching activities and the increase in game numbers is now quite 

visible. Over the last nineteen months only four elephant have been poached in the whole of Omay. We 

believe that these results have been achieved by the continuous efforts to reduce the operating space 

and safe zones for poaching teams and the significant reduction in firearms available to the teams from 

our 2015 recoveries of illegal weapons.  

Poaching teams still enter Matusadona National Park via their southern boundary, and 2017 will see our 

teams operating to close these routes down and we expect significant action over the coming months. 

2015 saw the unfortunate murder of one of our confidential informants. The person targeted was the 

head of our intel section. His brother, the CI was poisoned and died. The subsequent attempts to poison 

senior members of our team and myself just go to prove the impact that we have had on the illegal 

elephant poaching in the Omay and to the lengths these gangs will go. 

We would not be able to operate without the significant financial assistance we receive from Carbon 

Green Africa and the Safari stakeholders in the Omay. Hunting and the sustainable utilization of forests 

plays a pivotal role in the subsistence of the communities that live in Omay. Our role in contributing to a 

sustainable livelihood from these renewable resources on behalf of the communities is imperative. Any 

assistance contributed toward this in any format always goes a long way. 

 

CHRIS MOORE 

AFRICAN CONSERVANCIES 

chrismoore.saf@gmail.com  

 

 

 



Regina Lennox <regina.lennox.cf@gmail.com>

Zambian poacher shot in Zimbabwe

Regina A. Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org> Mon, Feb 22, 2016 at 4:33 PM

To: "Vannorman, Tim" <tim_vannorman@fws.gov>

Cc: "John J. Jackson, III" <jjw-no2@att.net>

Dear Tim,

Please see the article below on recent anti-poaching efforts in Zimbabwe.

Kind regards,

Regina

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Regina A. Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org>

Date: Mon, Feb 22, 2016 at 12:01 PM

Subject: Zambian poacher shot in Zimbabwe

To: John Jackson <jjjiii@att.net>, "John J. Jackson, III" <jjw-no2@att.net>

Interesting because it refers ton a "new hit-and-run tactic."  The good news is that ZimParks was quick to respond.

Zambian poacher shot dead in Zimbabwe

news/africa /

22 February 2016 at 11:22am

By: Oscar Nkala [this guy writes for the National Geographic Wildlife Watch blog]

Gaborone - A Zambian poacher was killed by Zimbabwean game rangers in a gun-battle that led to recovery of a rifle

and 13 rounds of live ammunition at the Matetsi National Park, near the resort town of Victoria Falls on Saturday

morning, a leading conservation group has reported.

According to a statement released on Sunday by Trevor Lane, chairman of the Victoria Falls-based conservation

group Bhejane Trust, two other suspects escaped arrest and abandoned their cellphones after being ambushed by

game rangers.

The rangers recovered the carcass of an elephant the poachers had just killed. The tusks were still intact.

“Two shots were reported early on Sunday morning, and parks rangers immediately reacted by deploying patrols in

the area,”said Lane, adding that “two more shots were then heard, and the patrol went to investigate and found a

dead elephant with the tusks intact”.

Giving further details Lane said: “They went into ambush and three Zambians showed up. The rangers killed the

gunner in the ensuing gun-battle, but the other two escaped. They recovered the body, a .375 rifle, 13 rounds and two

cell phones”.

Further, he said the poaching operation confirmed a new hit-and-run tactic developed by Zambian poachers, who

enter Zimbabwe in small groups and escape back to their country immediately after committing poaching crimes.

The fatal shooting of the poacher came a few days after the bodies of two more Zambian poachers were found

floating on the Zambezi River near Victoria Falls.

Police believe the two dead poachers could have been shot in a February 14 gun-battle with game rangers.

Gmail - Zambian poacher shot in Zimbabwe https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=ac67b12c82&view=pt&q=in...

1 of 2 4/6/2017 4:27 PM



The relatives of the deceased have since collected the bodies for burial in Zambia.

Another Zambian poacher who was arrested with 25 rounds of ammunition, two axes, butcher knives and 2kg of

dagga was due to appear at the Victoria Falls Magistrates Court on Monday.

Christopher Malasa Mandanya is facing charges of illegal possession of firearms, possession of drugs and illegal

entry into Zimbabwe.

African News Agency

http://www.iol.co.za/news/africa/zambian-poacher-shot-dead-in-zimbabwe-1987901

--

Regina A. Lennox

Conservation Force

3240 S I-10 Service Road W, Suite 200

Metairie, Louisiana 70001  USA

504-837-1233 (office)

919-452-8652 (cell)

regina.lennox@conservationforce.org

--

Regina A. Lennox

Conservation Force

3240 S I-10 Service Road W, Suite 200

Metairie, Louisiana 70001  USA

504-837-1233 (office)

919-452-8652 (cell)

regina.lennox@conservationforce.org

Gmail - Zambian poacher shot in Zimbabwe https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=ac67b12c82&view=pt&q=in...
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In April 2014, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) suspended the import of elephant 
trophies taken in Zimbabwe. In March 2015, the suspension was extended to include future hunting 
seasons. For it to reverse this decision, the FWS must make a finding that the killing of the animal whose 
trophy is intended for import would enhance the survival of the species in the wild. The Zimbabwe Parks 
and Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA) defended its position and provided the FWS with 
significant amounts of information and data related to elephant management. While this is 
acknowledged, the FWS was still of the opinion that its concerns had not been addressed, and identified 
six areas where additional information was required. 
The CAMPFIRE Association has taken these into consideration, especially the issues regarding “excessive 
retention of generated funds by Rural District Councils”, and how much revenue elephant sport-hunting 
provides and how much of that comes from U.S. hunters.  This document addresses part of the 
information requested by the FWS under “Revenue Utilization” to demonstrate that by allowing the 
importation of trophies taken by U.S. hunters, the survival of elephants in Zimbabwe would be 
enhanced. To support this position, the CAMPFIRE Association outlines the evolution of the CAMPFIRE 
Program, describing the extent of its coverage and the impact that it has had on wildlife conservation in 
Communal Areas of Zimbabwe.  
Evidence from the 2014 national elephant survey is provided to show that Zimbabwe has a substantial 
elephant population that is managed sustainably through an adaptive quota setting mechanism.  Data 
from 9 CAMPFIRE Districts that participated in this audit of CAMPFIRE revenue shows that 
approximately 60% of the allocated elephant quota is utilized and that the majority of hunters (53%) 
originate from America. These hunters have contributed US$9 million towards the CAMPFIRE Program 
during the period 2010-2015 compared to US$8 million by the 40 other nations. 
The income generated from trophy fees in the last 6 years (2010 – 2015) is approximately US$11.4 
million of which elephant trophy fees contributed 65%, while a further US$4 million has come from the 
sale of hides, concession fees and other sundry income. These funds have been distributed to CAMPFIRE 
communities in various Wards who received approximately 57% (range 39% - 77%) of the Trophy Fees.   
A standardized tool designed to gather baseline data has provided information on the physical and 
human parameters of the 9 participating Districts including how and on what the revenues from hunting 
have been utilized.  At the District level, approximately 80% of the funds are used to support the 
administration and management of the CAMPFIRE program, including investment on law enforcement.  
In contrast, 55% of revenues provided to the producer Wards are channeled towards supporting social 
services such schools, clinics and other programs that benefit the community. 
The cost of living with wildlife, and particularly elephants, is shown through providing data on the scale 
of crop damage (7,000ha over 6 years) that has a significant impact in terms of its monetary value on 
rural communities who face food insecurity and deep poverty (average income US$1 a day). 96 human 
lives were lost to wildlife attacks, with elephant accounting for more than half of those deaths. Yet 
despite these challenges, communities still retain a high level of tolerance for elephants, but this 
support is rapidly dissipating as a result of the loss of income from trophy hunting. This places almost 
two million hectares of wild land at risk, including the risk of increasing retaliatory killing through 
poisoning and illegal wildlife crime. 
 A way forward is discussed outlining how the resumption of trophy imports can offset the challenges 
facing the CAMPFIRE program and through this, enhance the conservation of elephant outside of the 
protected areas. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

In April 2014, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) suspended the import of elephant 
trophies taken in Zimbabwe. The suspension was extended to include future hunting seasons on March 
26, 2015. In May 2015, the Assistant Director (International Affairs) from the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS), Mr. Byron Arroyo, wrote to the (then) Minister of Environment, Water and 
Climate outlining the reasons why the Service made a determination on 26th March 2015 that it was 
unable to authorize the import of elephant trophies taken in Zimbabwe in future.  This is further 
explained in detail in the “Enhancement Findings for African Elephant Taken as Sport-hunted Trophies in 
Zimbabwe during 2014” published on the 7/22/14 (see reference FWS/AIA/DMA). 
 
The FWS make the point that for it to authorize imports of sport-hunted African elephant trophies into 
the USA, the Service must be able to determine that the requirements of the special rule for the African 
elephant under the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA) have been met (see 50 CFR 17.40(e)(3)(iii)C). 
Specifically, the FWS must make a finding that the killing of the animal whose trophy is intended for 
import would enhance the survival of the species in the wild. 
 
In defense of this, the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA) provided the FWS 
with significant amounts of information and data related to elephant management.  The FWS also 
communicated with various stakeholders including the Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe 
(SOAZ), Zimbabwe Professional Hunters and Guides Association (ZPHGA), the CAMPFIRE Association, as 
well as individual professional hunters and outfitters, and independent scientific researchers. 
 
The FWS acknowledged this input but still believed the data received did not fully address the questions 
regarding how elephants are managed in Zimbabwe, and how, by allowing the importation of trophies 
taken by U.S. hunters, that the survival of elephants in Zimbabwe would be enhanced.  Six areas were 
identified where additional information was required. These are: 
 
1: Updated Elephant Management Plan with formalized targets or indicators 

2: Current elephant population data and the impact of hunting on the elephant population 

3: Levels of poaching and prevention, including MIKE and PIKE data 

4: Regulation and enforcement, particularly regarding the use of funds generated by U.S. hunters to 

support law enforcement and management 

5: Sustainable use of elephant, specifically information of the levels of legal and illegal offtake 

6: Revenue utilization from the hunting of elephant on Communal Lands, Safari Areas, Forestry and 

Private Conservancies. 

The CAMPFIRE Association is not able to address these issues since these are the prerogative of the 
ZPWMA who is responsible for the conservation and management of elephant at the national level.  
Nonetheless, the CAMPFIRE Association is in a position to address part of the information requested 
under “Revenue Utilization”, and contribute indirectly to the other five issues raised by the FWS. 
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2 OVERVIEW OF COMMUNITY BASED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT IN ZIMBABWE 

There are numerous reports 
and references in the 
literature that analyze the 
community based natural 
resources management 
program (CBNRM) in 
Zimbabwe. A more recent 
assessment can be found in 
the document prepared for 
USAID Zimbabwe by 
Mazambani and Dembetembe 
(2010). 
  
In 1982, the government 
amended the 1975 Parks and 
Wildlife Act to enable Rural 
District Councils (RDCs) to 
obtain ‘appropriate authority’ 
(AA) to utilize wildlife for 
commercial gain. The 
proposed changes were aimed 
at finding alternative forms of 
land use to subsistence 
agriculture on marginal lands. 
At that time, there was no 
particular model as to how this 
could happen without 
threatening the resource base. The (then) Department of National Parks and Wildlife Management 
(DNPWLM) began to explore options within the framework of an integrated landuse plan for the 
communal lands bordering National Parks and Safari Areas. This Act provided an opportunity to extend 
to communities in the Communal Lands the benefits that the private landowners enjoyed as a result of 
the 1975 Parks and Wild Life Act. This eventually led to the birth of Zimbabwe’s Community Areas 
Management Program for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE), which had far reaching impacts on wildlife 
productivity as well as the socio-economic wellbeing of CAMPFIRE communities. 
 

2.1 THE CAMPFIRE PROGRAM 
 
The CAMPFIRE program was conceptually designed to focus on wildlife, woodlands, water, grazing 
resources, and grasslands. In practice, it focused on managing wildlife because of the direct monetary 
benefits which this resource offered to producer communities. The CAMPFIRE concept (see Murphree, 
1993; Jones and Murphree, 2001) was developed in response to the realization that unless communities 
living adjacent to National Parks can obtain direct value from wildlife, they will not protect the wildlife. 
These communities would also need to have a much greater say in how those benefits would be derived 
and utilized. 
 

Figure 1: The location of CAMPFIRE areas (in light green) relative to National 

Parks (blue), Safari Areas (orange), Forest Areas (dark green) and 

Conservancies (red). 
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While the 1982 amendment of the 1975 Parks and Wildlife Act permitted devolution of authority over 
wildlife to Rural District Councils (RDCs), the DNPWLM had meager resources to render the program 
operational (Jones and Murphree, 2001). The DNPWLM therefore turned to such institutions as the 
Center for Applied Social Sciences (CASS) at the University of Zimbabwe, which was assigned a socio-
economic research and evaluation role; the WWF Multispecies Animal Production System Project in 
Zimbabwe; and the Zimbabwe Trust—an NGO focusing on rural development. These agencies had 
different but complementary objectives and together with the DNPWLM they formed the original 
CAMPFIRE Collaborative Group (CCG). 
 
From 1986 to 1988, DNPWLM and its CCG partners engaged in discussions with selected communities 
and RDCs to identify locations for the inception of the program. The discussions focused on two main 
criteria, namely: 
 

(a) voluntary interest in participation by communities and District Councils, and  

(b) the presence of wildlife populations capable of producing sustainable and economically 

significant revenues. 

The CCG work during this period also involved securing political support for the program, and attending 
to the demands of institutional and administrative detail associated with the conferment of Appropriate 
Authority (AA) by DNPWLM to RDCs, including the guidelines for awarding revenues and other benefits 
to communities from the the number of animals harvested within a local community’s area each hunting 
season. 
 
The agreed but non-binding guidelines stated that not less than 50% of the revenues was to be paid to 
the communities (as wards), not more than 35% was to be allocated to wildlife management (habitat 
management, fire control, monitoring, hiring of game scouts, etc.), and that 15% could be retained by 
the District Councils as an administrative levy. 
 
Under the CCG, the CAMPFIRE Program attracted donor support and evolved through a number of 
phases. 
 

 Phase I 1989-1994: (US$10m grant support – USAID and various partners). The period saw the 
initiation of CAMPFIRE and donor support was channelled towards the improvement of safari 
hunting in major districts that had been granted AA by 1995. This is also the period in which 
CAMPFIRE Association was established to coordinate the program. 

 Phase II 1994-2003: (US$30m - USAID). This support focused on the capture of other natural 
resources (e.g. timber, sand, fishing, etc.). High-end non-consumptive tourism facilities were 
developed in Nyaminyami and Chipinge districts in the early 1990s, and 12 ‘joint venture’ eco-
tourism lodges were in operation in communal areas by 1999. Small grants were also provided 
to support the development of eco-tourism, crafts, and other community based natural 
resources management projects. Investments were also made in the production of natural 
resource products (e.g. fish in Beitbridge, Mwenezi; mopane worms in Bulilima Mangwe and 
Gwanda; honey in Binga, Kusile, Mutoko, and Nyanga districts) and many other products.  

 Phase III 2003-2007: (US$165,000 – Ford Foundation). This period saw the cessation of major 
donor funding to CAMPFIRE, and it also coincided with larger macro level policy changes in 
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Zimbabwe after 2000, and the subsequent adverse socio-economic conditions. This led to the 
collapse of financial and technical support previously provided by the CCG. 

 Phase IV 2007-present: (US$350,000 WK Kellogg Foundation). During this period, there was 
hyper-inflation, which led to the loss of income from hunting in real terms.  This situation 
stabilised in 2009, when multiple foreign currencies were introduced. The CAMPFIRE Association 
maintained operations through a 4% levy paid by major hunting districts amounting to less than 
US$100,000 annually.  

 
Following are key achievements in the development of CAMPFIRE (see Mazambani and Dembetembe, 
2010): 
 

I. Guruve and Nyaminyami, the first RDCs to be granted AA status, received their first hunting 
revenues in 1988. This had a dramatic effect in that many districts that are rich in wildlife 
applied for AA status and by the end of 1991 eleven additional districts had been granted AA 
status.  

II. By the end of 1991, the 13 districts participating in the program collectively grossed US$1.1 
million in revenue for that year.  

III. By 1995 there were 23 districts participating in the program.  
IV. The CAMPFIRE Association (CA), the secretariat for all districts with CAMPFIRE activities, was 

formed in 1992. Its primary objectives were to promote the wildlife interests of RDCs and to 
serve as an association of producer communities. The association played an important role in 
securing full government support for wildlife management in communal lands so that CAMPFIRE 
became a recognized conservation program.  

V. Between 1995 and 2000 CAMPFIRE not only witnessed growth in terms of attracting more 
districts, but also in building the capacity of the RDCs, and in diversifying their activities to 
include other natural resources. The number of RDCs that were awarded AA status to manage 
wildlife increased from 2 in 1988 to 27 in 1996. Institutional capacity building grants via United 
States Agency for International Development (USAID) funding were secured for 24 districts from 
1996 to 1999.  

VI. Between 1989 and 2001, CAMPFIRE revenues amounted to almost USD $ 20.3 million, 97% of 
which originated in the original 13 districts. Of this, 49% was disbursed to communities (118 
wards with over 121,500 households), 20% used for wildlife management, just over 12% 
retained by the District Councils as a levy, 3% used for other expenses (including the then 1.5% 
levy to the CAMPFIRE Association), and about 15% was retained by the RDCs pending allocation 
(Khumalo, 2003). Almost 90% of this income came from safari trophy hunting.  

VII. The period from 2001 to 2003 witnessed two significant developments in CAMPFIRE:  
a. formation and registration of community trusts as a strategy for devolving decision 

making and control over resources from the RDCs to community groups, and 
b. a concerted drive to diversify CAMPFIRE. Twenty-eight non-wildlife-based community 

projects received financial support through CAMPFIRE compared to only five wildlife-
based community projects.  

VIII. At its peak in 2002, CAMPFIRE encompassed 53 districts with AA, though only 23 of these really 
functioned as intended, while only 12 received regular income from wildlife. 

IX. The Association has spearheaded the revision of CAMPFIRE revenue sharing guidelines to 
improve the community’s share of income from 50% to 55% of hunting income. A Direct 
Payment System was developed in 2006 to ensure that communities receive their income on 
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time. A standard hunting contract has been developed to improve hunting administration by 
RDCs.  

 
In summary, CAMPFIRE protects about 50,000 km2 (12.7%) of land in Zimbabwe (Figure 1). Benefits from 
wildlife and other incomes encompass: 
 

 Approximately 777,000 households (25%) in Zimbabwe benefited from CAMPFIRE directly 
or indirectly; 

 Approximately 25% of Zimbabwe’s people are receiving incentives to conserve wildlife and 
prevent anti-poaching through CAMPFIRE; 

 Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated US$39 million of which US$21.5 million was 
allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits 
(26%), and community projects (52%).  

 About 90% of CAMPFIRE revenue comes from hunting with elephant hunting contributing 
up to 70% of annual revenue.  

 Based on Constitution of the CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major RDCs use 
CAMPFIRE revenue sharing guidelines, and in these districts revenue is paid directly into 
community controlled bank accounts by safari operators using the following guideline: 
 RDC fees (41%), CAMPFIRE Association Levy (4%), and CAMPFIRE community (55%). 

 
In the following sections, we describe how the income from the hunting of elephant is generated and 
utilized using data from 9 Districts (Beitbridge, Binga, Bulilima, Chipinge, Chiredzi, Hwange, Mbire, 
Nyaminyami, and Tsholotsho) for the period 2010 and 20151. For each of these areas we provided: 
 

 Total number of elephant hunted 

 Total revenue earned from elephant (and other trophy species) 

 How the revenue is spent on various management and social services  
 
We also provide examples of community project support and the impact of human-wildlife conflict over 
this period. 

3 SUSTAINABLE USE AND UTILIZATION OF CAMPFIRE RESOURCES AND REVENUES 

The CAMPFIRE program relies almost exclusively on income from hunting.  Since 2009, the number of 
RDCs where hunting is practiced has decreased, mostly because of the prevailing socio-economic 
conditions that have resulted in high levels of poverty. This is seen as the key driver of the escalating 
levels of illegal wildlife crime, and poaching of elephant in particular.  Maintaining elephant numbers 
outside of the protected areas is important to their overall conservation, and the reason why Zimbabwe 
regards the sustainable utilization of all wildlife as critical to its national conservation strategy.  The 
hunting of elephant in CAMPFIRE areas thus plays an important role and is the major source of income 
to communities in these areas.  
 
 

                                                           
1 Hurungwe provided partial information, as explained in relevant parts of the report 
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3.1 NUMBERS, DISTRIBUTION AND REGIONAL TRENDS OF ELEPHANT IN ZIMBABWE  
 
Elephants are distributed in four main regional populations in Zimbabwe, namely, Northwest 
Matabeleland, the Sebungwe, the mid-Zambezi Valley, and the South-East Lowveld. Crude ecological 
densities vary between 2.16 elephant/km2 in Northwest Matabeleland and 0.46 elephant/km2 in the 
Sebungwe region. 
 
Elephant densities in the Communal Areas varies from 1.50 elephant/km2 in the south-east Lowveld to 
0.06 elephant/km2 in the Sebungwe region.   Overall it is estimated that 5,000 elephants reside in 
Communal Areas and occupy approximately 16,000km2 (Table 1, Zimbabwe Elephant Management Plan: 
2015-2020). 
 
 Table 1. Numbers and densities of elephants in the four regions of elephant range within Zimbabwe. 

(Source: Zimbabwe National Elephant Management Plan 2015 - 2020, see Dunham et. al. 2015a, b, c 

and d). 

Name of Region & Area Area (km2) Estimated Number of 
Elephants 

Density of 
Elephants/km2 

NW Matabeleland  24,989 53,991 2.16 

Hwange National Park  15,180 45,846 3.02 

Matetsi Complex  4,402 4,843 1.10 

Forest Areas  2,332 1, 101 0.47 

Communal Lands  3,075 2,201 0.72 

Sebungwe  15,529 3,407 0.22 

Parks & Wildlife Estate  6,234 2,894 0.46 

Forest Areas  261 16 0.06 

Communal Lands  9,034 497 0.06 

Mid-Zambezi Valley  16,014 11,656 0.73 

Parks & Wildlife Estate  12,257 9,752 0.80 

Communal Lands  3,757 1,904 0.51 

South East Lowveld  8,835 13,037 1.48 

Gonarezhou NP & 
Malapati SA  

5,118 11,120 2.17 

Save Conservancy  3,496 1,585 0.45 

Communal Lands  221 332 1.50 

Mozambique Border  1,574 0 0 

National Total*  65,367 82,091 1.23 

Parks & Wildlife Estate  43,191 74,455 1.75 

Forest Areas  2,593 1,117 0.43 

Save Conservancy  3,496 1,585 0.45 

Communal Lands  16,087 4,934 0.18 

* The survey did not include Bubye Valley Conservancy or the Tuli Safari Area and some other small populations 

that likely add another 1,000 elephants to the estimated total for the country. The area surveyed in Mozambique is 

not included in the national total or in the South-East Lowveld total area. 
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3.2 ELEPHANT QUOTA ALLOCATION AND UTILISATION 
 
Zimbabwe is allocated an export quota of 500 elephants (1,000 tusks) in terms of the CITES regulations 
(see https://cites.org/eng/res/10/E-Res-10-10R16.pdf).   In practice, Zimbabwe adopts an adaptive 
management strategy that sets the overall elephant quota at up to 0.75% of the overall population. This 
implies that the maximum national quota should not exceed 600 animals at the current population 
estimate of 80,000 elephants. However, to maintain trophy quality at approximately 35kg (77lbs), the 
national quota is set at 0.3 – 0.5% of the overall population i.e. 240 – 400 elephants, assuming an 
average offtake of 60% (R.B. Martin, pers. comm.). 
 
The approach applied to the CAMPFIRE areas is to set quotas that use parameters that are higher than 
these national guidelines.  This strategy is adopted to provide incentives to local communities that 
reside in areas where high levels of human-elephant conflict is recorded, and to facilitate benefits to 
local communities through sport hunting. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Figure 2: Total allocation of trophy elephant (N=1087) to nine major CAMPFIRE areas over a 6-year 
period 
 
A total of 1,087 elephants have been allocated on quota to nine major CAMPFIRE areas since 2010 
(Figure 2). This equates to 180 elephants per year.  The distribution of this quota among the nine 
CAMPFIRE areas is dictated by the relative density of elephants in the neighboring protected areas and 
those residing in the CAMPFIRE areas.  Tsholotsho, for example, that borders the southern boundary of 
Hwange National Park, was allocated 158 elephants (or 26/year) while Hwange, Binga and Hurungwe 
CAMPFIRE Areas that do not border onto areas of high elephant densities receive approximately 10 
elephants/year. 
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The historical trend of utilization of the elephant quota (667 elephant or 61% of the quota allocation) is 
provided in Figure 3.    
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Overall utilization (%) of elephant quotas in nine major CAMPFIRE Areas over a 6-year period 

Over the six years, Tsholotsho (99%), Mbire (71%) and Chiredzi (68%) have successfully utilized their 
allocated quotas while areas such as Hurungwe (20%) and Binga (26%) have not performed as well. 
The origin of clients hunting in these areas is summarized in Table 2.  Over the 6-year period 1702 clients 
(average 284/year) have hunted in the seven CAMPFIRE Areas (excluding Binga and Hurungwe for which 
no data are available). Of these 897 clients (c.150/year or 53%) originated from the USA and 461 (c.77 or 
27%) from Europe. 
 
Table 2: Origin of hunting clients visiting the major CAMPFIRE Areas :2010 – 2015. Note. No data are 

available for Binga and Hurungwe 

Origin of 
Clients USA Europe Africa Asia 

South 
America Oceania Canada 

Middle 
East Total Average 

Beit Bridge 172 36 10 3 14 9 3 0 247 41 

Bulilima 17 9 0 0 7 0 0 4 37 6 

Chipinge 17 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 23 4 

Chiredzi 151 52 57 69 0 0 0 0 329 55 

Hwange 20 14 1 5 4 4 1 1 50 8 

Mbire 213 90 36 0 10 16 3 0 368 61 

Nyaminyami 273 218 24 1 18 21 8 0 563 94 

Tsholotsho 34 37 3 4 1 1 1 4 85 14 

Total 897 461 131 82 55 51 16 9 1702 284 

Percentage 53% 27% 8% 5% 3% 3% 0.9% 0.5%   
Average/year 150 77 22 14 9 9 3 2   
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3.3 INCOME GENERATION FROM SPORT HUNTING OF ELEPHANTS AND OTHER KEY SPECIES 

3.3.1 Income received by Outfitters 

 
To fully account for earnings in the hunting sector, the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe, in collaboration with 
all the relevant stakeholders, introduced the Tourism Receipts Accounting System (TRAS) that required 
all outfitters to submit returns listing the revenue generated for hunting activities. This system has been 
in place for several years but required manual analysis of the data to extract the information. In January 
2015, a web-based system (TRAS2) was introduced which links Safari Operators, Zimbabwe Parks and 
Wildlife Management Authority, Taxidermists, Shipping Agents, International Marketing Agents and 
Reserve Bank. Under this system all authorized hunts are registered allowing for the capture of hunting 
data (origin of clients, value of trophies and hunts, area hunted etc.), monitoring hunting quota 
utilization and tracking hunted trophies (Chitauro, 2016). The Exchange Control Division of the Reserve 
Bank of Zimbabwe and the ZPWMA are now able to: 
 

1. Assess regional price differentials of similar hunts and the reasons thereof; 

2. Present TRAS2 systems updates and reports to the users including international marketing 

agents; 

3. Engage with international marketing agents of sport-hunting; 

4. Obtain relevant insights on governing of the hunting sector; and 

5. Come up with an effective mechanism to fully account for export proceeds from the hunting 

sector. 

Outfitters that operate hunting concessions in CAMPFIRE Areas are required to deposit copies of the 
TRAS2 form with the CAMPFIRE Office in their respective RDCs/Wards. Each Office is therefore able to 
extract data on daily rates, trophy fees and other incidental revenues. Figure 4 provides a summary of 
the income by country of origin.  This data confirms the major role of American hunters to the 
CAMPFIRE program who contribute 52% of the overall income. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4: Contribution of hunting clients to the CAMPFIRE Program 
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3.3.2 Income from Trophy Fees 

 
The data for the total amount of revenue generated for elephant, buffalo, leopard, hippo, crocodile and 
lion between 2010 – 2015 (approximately US$11 million) is shown in Figure 5. 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Income (US$) generated from the sale of key trophies 

The importance of the income from elephant is clear from these data.  Trophy fees from elephant 
account for 64% of all fees generated from the key species (approximately US$1.2 million/year).  Buffalo 
(20%) are ranked second while leopard, hippo and crocodile contribute approximately 5% each.  
Noteworthy here is the low contribution of lion (approximately 2%).  This low level of income generation 
is partly a result of the impact of the lion import suspension into the USA and Europe, decreasing quota 
allocations and decreasing offtake levels brought about by the recently imposed lion age hunting 
regulations. By comparison, the 897 American clients who hunted in CAMPFIRE Areas in the six-year 
period paid US$9 million in trophy fees and daily rates. Other nationalities, contributed US$8 million. 

3.3.3 Other Income to RDCs 

 
RDCs can generate income for other revenue streams, notably receiving a percentage of the daily rate, 
concession fees, bed night levies from photographic camps and from the lease/rent of equipment 
(Figure 6).  The eight RDCs for which data are available generated approximately US$4 million from 
these revenue streams.  Excluded here are revenues that could have been earned from the sale of ivory 
recovered from problem animal control (PAC) and natural deaths, and from the distribution of meat 
estimated at 550,000kg over the 6-year period.  
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Figure 6: Income (US$) accruing to the RDCs from related income revenue streams 

3.3.4 Benefit sharing: RDC vs Wards  

 
Communities at the Ward level receive funds directly from the outfitter utilizing their area, except for 
those in Beitbridge and Hwange who are paid from dedicated CAMPFIRE accounts with the respective 
RDC. These funds are generated through trophy fees and income from the sale of hides, concession fees 
etc. (Table 3).  
 
Over the last 6 years, the income generated from trophy fees is approximately US$11 million while a 
further US$4 million has come from the sale of hides, concession fees and other sundry income. The 
agreed split of these funds is that not less than 55% of the revenues is paid as Ward dividends, not more 
than 35% is allocated to the RDC for wildlife management (habitat management, fire control, 
monitoring, hiring of game scouts, etc.), and 15% is retained by the RDC as an administrative levy.  Some 
RDCs do not consider all these revenues as “CAMPFIRE Funds” and segregate trophy fees from the other 
revenues.  On average, the CAMPFIRE District Wards received 42% (range 23% - 66%) of the combined 
Concession and Trophy Fees, but the Wards received approximately 58% (range 26% - 77%) of the 
Trophy Fees (Table 3).   
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Table 3: Summary of the benefit sharing (US$) of hunting related income between RDCs and Wards: 

2010 - 2015 
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Beit Bridge $657,458 $12,298 $370,228 55% 56% 

Binga $299,800 $364,224 $162,062 24% 54% 

Bulilima $521,700 $46,337 $403,685 71% 77% 

Chipinge $349,500 $139,259 $135,572 28% 39% 

Chiredzi $1,848,600 $181,420 $1,339,678 66% 72% 

Hwange $394,000 $105,131 $237,245 48% 60% 

Mbire $3,022,250 $54,420 $1,740,714 57% 58% 

Nyaminyami $1,883,853 $1,319,772 $1,132,204 35% 60% 

Tsholotsho $2,136,000 $1,990,200 $1,109,956 27% 52% 

Total $11,420,886 $4,213,061 $6,631,342 42% 58% 

 

4 USE OF FUNDS BY RDCS AND WARDS 

The CAMPFIRE Association prepared two templates in conjunction with district based CAMPFIRE 

Managers that were used as tools to audit the flow of income from safari hunting for the period 2010-

2015, and how these funds are used to benefit CAMPFIRE communities.  The tools gathered information 

on the following: 

Tool 1: Data related to Rural District Councils 
 

1. Area of district (either sq. km / ha) and total number of wards 
2. The income generated by elephant, lion, leopard, hippo and crocodile i.e. Allocated quota 

(Number), Trophy fee, number hunted (offtake), percentage quota utilization. 
3. The origin of the hunters (i.e. USA, Germany etc.) and the value of the safaris extracted from the 

TRAS2 forms where available. This data provided an indication of the income generation by 
outfitters. 

4. The gross income that CAMPFIRE Districts received from the hunting and photographic activities 
(i.e. trophy fees, daily rates, concession fees, photographic fees, meat and any other sundry 
income). 

5. Human resources employed at the District level (i.e. number of Wildlife Managers, number of 
Game Scouts, equipment (e.g., vehicles, patrol equipment etc.), patrol days per year. 

6. The use of the funds to support: 
a. Meetings and Administration (i.e. the “15%” of funds) 
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b. Law enforcement (RDC Game scouts, equipment, operational costs etc.) 
c. Compensation schemes (burial expenses, education, payment for hospital expenses 

etc.) 
7. Management activities (fire guards, rehabilitation of water supplies, anti-poaching, problem 

animal control etc.) 
8. Social services i.e. support to clinics, schools etc.  
9. Other expenses not related to the above. 

 
Tool 2: Data related to Wards 
 
The following data was summarized for each ward in the District. The data collected at the Ward level 
was supported with evidence of income and expenditure e.g. copy of accounts, photographs of 
infrastructure etc. 
 

1. Name of ward and ward number 
2. Name and size of hunting area(s) 
3. Name and number of village(s) and number of household beneficiaries 
4. Income received at Ward level from hunting income, income generating projects from wildlife 

and other income (grinding mills etc.) 
5. Allocation and use of income at Ward level for 

a. Meetings and Administration 
b. Wages/salaries 
c. Compensation schemes (e.g., burial expenses, education) 
d. Management activities (e.g., fire guards, rehabilitation of water supplies, anti-poaching, 

problem animal control.) 
e. Project running costs 
f. Social services (e.g. clinics, schools, grinding mills, roads, fencing, equipment, 

boreholes/pumps) 
g. Food security 
h. Direct cash benefits (i.e. to individuals, households, if applicable) 
i. Other 

6. Human resources employed at the Ward level (i.e. number of Wildlife Managers, number of 
Game Scouts, equipment (e.g., vehicles, patrol equipment etc.), patrol days per year. 

7. Number of Human and Wildlife Conflict cases by year and type (human death, injury, livestock, 
infrastructure) 

8. Population estimates of major species (where available) 

4.1 PROFILE OF RURAL DISTRICT COUNCILS 
The data presented here has been extracted from Tool 1. For ease of understanding, these are 

presented below as follows: 

 Characteristics of CAMPFIRE Districts 

 Human resources and patrol effort 

 Investment in equipment 

 Expenditure  
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4.1.1 Characteristics of the CAMPFIRE Districts 

The main parameters of the 10 RDCs (including Hurungwe) that provided data for this analysis are 

provided in Table 4.  These RDCs represent approximately 9 million hectares of which 3.7 million 

hectares fall under the CAMPFIRE program.  These RDCs have entered into agreements with both 

hunting and photographic outfitters who have invested in 26 hunting camps and 8 photographic camps 

respectively. 

Altogether there are 224 Wards represented in these areas of which 104 are under the CAMPFIRE 

program.  Excluding Hurungwe, there are 737 villages with a minimum of 85,847 households. This 

represents a community of approximately 600,000 people assuming that the average household is 

represented by 7 family members. 

Table 4: Baseline features of the nine CAMPFIRE Districts 

District 
Total 

Area (Ha) 

CAMPFIRE 
Area 
(Ha) 

Hunting 
camps 

Photo 
camps 

Number 
of 

Wards 

Number 
of 

Campfire 
Wards 

Number 
of 

Villages 
Number of 
Households 

Beit Bridge 1,269,700 310,300 4 1 15 8 15 5,070 

Binga 1,230,800 364,000 1 0 25 21 51 19,474 

Bulilima 203,300 203,300 1 0 22 13 51 7,767 

Chipinge 522,300 40,800 1 1 33 2 15 951 

Chiredzi 1,710,239 481,004 5 0 32 9 52 9,461 

Hurungwe 1,967,834 529,800 2 1 26 7 N/A N/A 

Hwange 376,963 376,963 2 1 20 18 93 13,980 

Mbire 781,000 898,000 6 0 17 9 328 12,302 

Nyaminyami 369,931 140,000 3 3 12 6 62 5,875 

Tsholotsho 833,600 410,000 2 1 22 11 70 10,967 

Total 9,265,667   3,754,167  26 8 224 104 737 85,847 

 
4.1.2 Human resources and equipment employed at the District Level 

 
Each of the RDCs employ staff to manage the CAMPFIRE program in their Districts. The number of 
people employed and the roles that they play is dependent on the level of income generated by the 
CAMPFIRE program. The core function of these staff is to monitor wildlife related activities in their 
respective areas, notably recording and dealing with human and wildlife conflict, coordinating meetings 
at the Ward level and monitoring outfitter hunting activities. 
 
Most RDCs employ Game Scouts to conduct routine patrols and undertake basic law enforcement 
activities.  In most cases this is low key since the CAMPFIRE program relies on members of the 
community to report incidents of wildlife crime, and any other matters related to wildlife in their 
respective Wards and villages. 
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Table 5: Summary of Human Resources Employed at District Level. 
 

District 
Wildlife 

Managers 
Wildlife 
Officers 

Game 
Scouts Employees 

Patrol 
Days 

Beit Bridge 2 0 0 76 0 

Binga 2 0 9 0 48 

Bulilima 1 0 4 5 24 

Chipinge 1 0 10 0 365 

Chiredzi 2 0 8 8 91 

Hurungwe 1 1 4 0 31 

Hwange 1 0 6 0 144 

Mbire 2 0 21 50 255 

Nyaminyami 1 0 23 46 112 

Tsholotsho 1 0 10 30 162 

Total 14 1 94 215 1231 

 
All RDCs have invested in various equipment that are employed on wildlife management activities. The 
number and type of equipment depends on the level of income and sophistication of the CAMPFIRE 
program. For example, the relatively wildlife endowed Mbire RDC has invested in a VHF radio system 
and camping gear for its scout force. 
 
Table 6: Examples of equipment used in the CAMPFIRE Districts.  
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Beit Bridge 2 - - - - - - - - 7 - - 

Binga 1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Bulilima 1 1 - - - - 2 - - - - - 

Chiredzi 2 - 1 1 1 - - - - - - - 

Chipinge 1 - - - - - - - - 7 - - 

Hurungwe 1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Hwange 1 - - - - 3 - - - 7 1 - 

Mbire 3 - - - - 2 20 6 15 - 23 8 

Nyaminyami 1 - - - - - - - - 27 - 10 

Tsholotsho 2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Total 15 1 1 1 1 5 22 6 15 48 24 18 
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4.1.3 RDC expenditure 

 
CAMPFIRE related expenditure over the 6-year period is approximately US$6.2 million (or US$1.0 
million/year). Figure 7 represents a breakdown of how the RDCs utilize the income from hunting to 
support the CAMPFIRE Program in their respective areas. These can be broken down into 
Administration, Management and Law Enforcement which accounts for approximately 80% of the 
expenses (or approximately US$835,000/year). The remaining 20% are used to support various 
community benefits and are aggregated under Social Services, Compensation and Other2 activities. This 
equates to approximately US$220,000/year. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Breakdown of expenditure at the District level on CAMPFIRE program activities 

A strategy employed by most RDCs is to invest more in activities related to the management and 
administration of the CAMPFIRE program rather than on social services.  On average, 40% is spent on 
administration, 20% of law enforcement and 11% on management related expenses while 6% is 
allocated to support social services.  There is no official national compensation scheme, however, RDCs 
and Wards (including outfitters) assist people and families who are injured or killed by wildlife. 
 
 

4.2 PROFILE OF CAMPFIRE PRODUCER WARDS 
 
                                                           
2 The “Other” activities have been skewed by the inclusion of a number of expenses registered by Mbire RDC that 
include construction and maintenance of staff housing, promoting and managing a community cattle production 
scheme and purchasing vehicles and office equipment.   
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The data presented here has been extracted from Tool 2. For ease of understanding, these are 
presented below as follows: 
 

 Human resources and patrol effort 

 Human and Wildlife Conflict 

 Investment in equipment 

 Expenditure  

4.2.1 Human Resources, Patrol Effort and Equipment 

 
Table 7 represents the decision that the CAMPFIRE producer Wards elect to invest in their respective 
CAMPFIRE Programs. Each Ward is required to establish a Wildlife Committee to which at least 7 
members are elected from the villages located in that ward.  Each Wildlife Committee employs several 
people either as ward based monitors or as Game Scouts.  This workforce is responsible for 
approximately 2.6 million hectares of land and represents the 85,847 households that reside in the 737 
villages. 
 
The decision to invest in equipment is dictated by the level of income that each producer Ward receives, 
and the ability of the Ward to service and maintain the equipment in the long term. The records kept at 
the Ward level under estimate the number of patrol days (minimum 3,002/year) achieved. 
 
Table 7: Average number of staff employed at the Ward level, patrol effort and investment in 

equipment 

District 

Number of 
Wildlife 

Committee 
members 

Number of 
Employees 

paid by 
community 

Number of 
Game 
Scouts 
paid by 

community 

Patrol 
days 
per 
year 

Equipment 
(e.g., 

vehicles, 
tractors, 
grinding 

mills) 
Concession 
Area (Ha) 

Number 
of 

Villages 
Number of 
Households 

Beit Bridge 66 1 3 152 1  324,300   15   5,070  

Binga 7 - - - -  364,000   51   19,474  

Bulilima - - 100 7 -  193,984   51   7,767  

Chiredzi 56 32 - - 3 N/A  52   9,461  

Chipinge 9 5 5 1,584 4  9,400   15   951  

Hwange 49 - - - -  342,750   93   13,980  

Mbire 76 90 48 1,259 19  898,000   328   12,302  

Nyaminyami 45 30 12 - -  140,000   62   5,875  

Tsholotsho 77 2 - - 1  410,000   70   10,967  

Total 385 161 168 3,002 28  2,682,434   737   85,847  

4.2.2 Human and Wildlife Conflict and Problem Animal Control 

Communities living in CAMPFIRE areas are on the front line and are required to deal with wildlife 
problems almost on a daily basis.  Table 8 below provides a summary of the magnitude of human and 
wildlife conflict (HWC) recorded over a 6-year period (2010 – 2015) in 9 CAMPFIRE Districts.   
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Conflict with wildlife falls under two areas: crop damage and livestock deaths.  While there are many 
other wildlife species responsible for crop damage (baboons, monkeys, bushpig, rats, quelea birds etc.), 
elephant are considered the greatest threat and problem. 
 
Although the data are incomplete, it is estimated that 7,000ha of crops were destroyed by elephant 
during the 6-year period under review.  It is not possible to accurately place a monetary value to this 
because crop production varies greatly from one year to the next, and from one region to another. It is 
important however to take into consideration that the impact of crop destruction in the highly prone 
drought areas and areas of low rainfall (e.g. Beit Bridge, Binga, Tsholotsho) is more acute than in areas 
where crop production may be higher. To place this into perspective, the national average maize yield is 
estimated at 300 – 600kg/ha, and the minimum cash value is US$180/ton3.  The approximate value of 
the maize lost is therefore US$500,000 – US$1.0 million.  Applying this to livestock losses, the average 
price of cattle is US$400 – US$700/head depending on the time of year and condition of the livestock. 
Lion and crocodile are responsible for most cattle deaths and at these prices, the value of stock lost to 
these predators is US$500,000 – US$1.0 million.  Hyena equally destroy cattle but are more likely to kill 
small livestock (goats, sheep).  At US$75 – US$125/head, the minimum cost of predation on small 
livestock is estimated at US$170,000 – US$300,000 (Table 8). 
 
Table 8: Summary of the extent of human – wildlife conflict recorded in CAMPFIRE Wards: 2010 - 2015 

District 

Crop Damage (estimated Ha) Livestock killed (cattle, goats, sheep) Human 
deaths Elephant  Hippo Buffalo Lion Leopard Crocodile Hyena 

Beit Bridge 268 - 1 3 - - 30 4 

Binga 26 35 - 1 - 32 29 7 

Bulilima 522 - - 5 - - 231 - 

Chiredzi 18 9 - 122 - 21 - 2 

Chipinge 22 10 - 5 - 7 - 7 

Hwange 461 - - 71 2 15 - 2 

Mbire 3,878 475 1,146 426 52 416 1,870 53 

Nyaminyami 1,216 49 102 59 6 9 - 13 

Tsholotsho 1,085 - 20 175 19 - 211 8 

Total 
7,495 578 1,269 867 79 500 2,371 96 

9,342ha 3,817  

Cost (US$) 

@300kg/ha*$180/ton $504,473 
Cattle@$400 - 

$700/head 
$546,800 -   $1,040,400 

@600kg/ha*$180/ton $1,008,947 
Small 

livestock@$75 - 
$125/head 

$177,825 -   $296,375 

Communities who live with wildlife also pay the ultimate price and 96 people have lost their lives and 
others injured after encountering dangerous animals.  Crocodile and hippo are responsible for most 
human deaths and injuries but there are many incidents where elephant have killed and maimed people 
who were tending their fields or traversing wildlife areas. 

                                                           
3 Note: the official price for maize is approximately $350/ton but sellers rarely receive this price from the millers 
and other interested buyers. 
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Table 9 summarizes the incidents of problem animal control and illegal activities recorded in the 9 major 
CAMPFIRE RDCs (data extracted from The Proceedings of the CAMPFIRE workshop, Gandiwa et. al. 
2014).  
 
Table 9: Summary of problem elephant destroyed and through illegal activities in 9 CAMPFIRE Districts 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

Conflict 250 283 340 208 295 478 1854 

PAC 55 66 41 33 36 66 297 

Illegal 7 14 12 11 16 19 79 

 
It is not unexpected that local communities will seek to mitigate these losses either through retaliatory 
killings (this applies mostly to the carnivores) or through removal of problem animals. With respect to 
elephant, it is important to understand the relationship between trophy hunting, problem animal 
control and illegal offtake. The interactions amongst all three variables are not simply additive. For 
example, a relatively small offtake of problem animals can have a significant influence on the mean tusk 
weight of hunting trophies taken from the population and, hence, the income derived from hunting. 
Martin (pers. comm.) uses a population simulation model (Craig et. al. 2011) to carry out an analysis to 
examine these interactions.  This model assumes that Problem Animal Control (PAC) is selective, and 
that most of the elephants killed are males between the ages of 13-36 years old and females between 
the ages of 22-42 years old. Moreover, more males are killed than females (5:1). 
 
Martin demonstrates that the combined effect of trophy hunting quotas and level of PAC shows that in a 
scenario where there is no PAC, trophy hunting quotas can be set ranging from 0.1 - 0.6 % of the 
population.  However, as PAC increases, so the trophy hunting quotas must be decreased to maintain 
trophy quality. The magnitude of the changes caused by relatively minor increments in PAC are highly 
significant.  The modelling shows that increases in the trophy hunting quotas and PAC offtake causes 
only a minor drop in the rate of increase of the population which remains above 4% per annum, 
however, if the PAC offtake exceeds 1% of the population, then hunting quotas should not exceed 0.1% 
of the population. Unless these ratios are maintained, there is a real risk that the elephant populations 
will decline with the consequential loss of income from sport hunting. 
 
Currently Zimbabwe adheres to quotas set at 0.3 – 0.4% of the population, and slightly higher in the 
CAMPFIRE areas.  The PAC levels shown in Table 9 do not approach these critical thresholds, however, 
close attention needs to be paid to trophy quality and age (see discussion of elephant hunting in Mbire - 
in The Proceedings of the CAMPFIRE workshop, Gandiwa et. al. 2014).     

4.2.3 Beneficiaries of CAMPFIRE Income at the Ward Level 

 
The beneficiaries of revenues from the CAMPFIRE program are the community’s resident in the 
producer Wards.  However, the volume of people residing in these areas precludes providing individuals 
with direct dividends since the value of such dividends would be meaningless.  The CAMPFIRE wards 
have therefore elected to invest in projects that provide social services to the whole community and 
only in special circumstances are dividends paid out for food security and direct cash benefits. 
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Table 10: Examples of Social Services funded in selected CAMPFIRE areas from Ward Revenues 
generated from sport hunting: 2010-15 
 

District Project 

Beitbridge Rehabilitation of schools, clinics and protection of irrigation schemes 

Bililima Rehabilitation of 3 clinics and 3 primary schools, hall, fencing of fields and 
rehabilitation of lodge, community truck, tractor, dam repair machinery. 

Chipinge 3 grinding mills, lorry, teachers houses, community office, shop 

Chiredzi Clinic, teachers’ houses, primary school, community-grinding mill, Police sub-office, 
piped water and electrification of clinic.   

Hurungwe Construction of classroom block Nyamakate Secondary, Maintenance of Nyamakate 
bridge. Purchase of tractor tube, payment of carpenters, Roofing Chipfuko  Primary 
School and Huyo Secondary School, CAMPFIRE Ward tractor major service, Purchase of 
Treasurers bicycle, Payment of Nyamakate Clinic guard, 7 resource monitors 
allowances, 26 bag cement Chitindiva, Kabidza , Manyenyedzi and Mawau schools  for 
toilets construction, renovation Karuru School (5 bags cement), and toilet construction, 
Chitindiva Clinic toilet construction, Roofing Chikova Secondary School, Purchase of 
buiding materials Chikova Secondary Block, Painting Dete Primary School, Building 
toilets Makwiye school, Building shed Mupuse school, Roofing Bhashungwe primary 
school, Sanyati Bridge camp renovation, Purchase of Cement Tashinga Primary School, 
6 pairs uniform for resource monitors, Purchase of 20 bags cement Chisipite Primary 
School, Purchase of tires for Ward tractor, Bridge maintenance      

Mbire Clinic, nurse’s houses, office, storerooms, 14 classrooms, 7 teachers houses, grinding 
mill, school office, wildlife administration offices, 2 hand pump boreholes, water 
piping, toilet, water storage tanks, 2 tractors, a basic tourist camp with 4 chalets; 

Nyaminyami Tillage tractors, renovation of dispensary at clinic, nurse’s house. Construction of 
Mayovhe classroom block, 3 grinding mills, Teacher’s house, Jongola school. School 
bursaries x 3 students at Seke Teacher’s College. Renovation of pre-schools x 2. 
Negande:  Rehabilitation of water pipeline, grinding mill. Nebiri: Chikuro primary 
block, rehabilitation of Harudziva water pipeline. Kasvisva: Rehabilitation of water 
pipeline to supply water to Kasvisva clinic, Kasvisva Secondary school block. Msampa: 
Teacher’s house, Majazu primary, renovation of ward warehouse; Kanyati: Cement for 
teacher’s house renovation. 

Tsholotsho Classroom blocks and furniture (Sihazela, Mlevu, Mtshwayeli, Ntulula, Dibutibu, 
Gwaai, Nkwizhi, Zibalongwe, Malindi, Mgodimasili, Phelela, Mpilo, Jimila, and Kapane 
Primary schools), 2 F14 cottages, 10 sewing machines (Dibutibu Secondary school), 
7km piped water system for Thembile primary school, Sikente Clinic, Tshitatshawa 
and Jowa clinics construction, fencing of Madlangombe clinic, 10 water engines, 
borehole drilling and repairs and repair kits, Lister diesel engines for 6 villages in ward 
21 and at Sihazela Line in ward 1, grinding mills, solar water pumping in wards 1, 2 
and 4. 2 pickup trucks for wildlife monitoring purchased in 2015. 

 
Figure 8 summaries the distribution of the US$5.4 million that Wards in 9 CAMPFIRE areas received over 
the 6-year period under review (2010 – 2015). As with the District expenditure, the Ward Wildlife 
Committees allocate 42% of the funds (US$2.2 million) for administrative functions (i.e. Meetings and 
Administration, Wages and Salaries, Management and Projects) and 55% of the funds (US$2.9 million) to 
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community benefits. Most of the funds are allocated to social services (US$2.4 million) that support 
schools, clinics and other infrastructure that benefit the whole community.  Examples of this support are 
provided in Annex 1. 

 
Figure 8: Allocation of Ward Campfire funds 
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5 IMPACT OF THE SUSPENSION OF ELEPHANT TROPHY IMPORTS TO THE UNITED STATES ON THE 

CAMPFIRE PROGRAM 

The income to CAMPFIRE from the sustainable use of elephants has been declining since 2013, with 
2014 registering a significant drop following the announcement of the ban on ivory imports into America 
(Figure 9).  Although the hunting industry responded by seeking alternative markets (e.g. Russia, Middle 
East), this trend continued through 2015 and unconfirmed reports suggest that the decline has 
continued in 2016. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9: Annual income (US$) and offtake of elephants in 10 CAMPFIRE Districts 
 
It is difficult to show concisely how the American ban on importation of elephant ivory from Zimbabwe 
has contributed to the decline in CAMPFIRE revenue and how hunting has enhanced the conservation of 
this species, due to the nature of the hunting industry in the CAMPFIRE areas. The hunting sector is 
integrated across a wide range of socio-economic activities and withdrawing one segment adversely 
affects a range of other wildlife based activities. Several indicators are provided here to demonstrate 
this: 
 

1. The US suspension of ivory imports from Zimbabwe has had a significant impact on CAMPFIRE, 
and resulted in the cancellation of 108 out of 189 (57%) elephant hunts in all major districts 
initially booked by US citizens in 2014. The net impact of this was a reduction of CAMPFIRE 
income for all areas from US$2.2m in 2013 to US$1.7m in 2014.  A similar pattern prevailed in 
2015 (US$1.6m), and a further decline is anticipated in 2016 where outfitters struggled to sell 
elephant safaris and those that did had to heavily discount their prices. 

2. The key trophy species (elephant, buffalo, leopard, hippo, crocodile and lion) contribute 
approximately US$1.2 million/year to CAMPFIRE revenues. Elephant account for 64% of these 
fees. 
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3. Quota utilisation of elephant prior to the ban did not exceed 60% of the CAMPFIRE quota 
allocation.  

4. American hunters make up 53% of the clients in CAMPFIRE areas. 
5. CAMPFIRE producer Wards receive on average 57% of all trophy revenues. 
6. The CAMPFIRE hunting industry in the 9 RDCs covered in this analysis directly supports 104 

producer Wards, representing 737 villages or 85,847 households. 
7. The CAMPFIRE program employs managers, officers and game scouts at both the District and 

Ward level who are responsible for monitoring wildlife based land use activities in their areas 
and these are directly paid from safari hunting income. 

8. Both RDCs and Wards invest in a variety of equipment that benefits communities and wildlife 
management.  The operational and maintenance costs for this equipment are drawn from safari 
hunting income. 

9. RDCs utilise 80% of the CAMPFIRE revenues to support administration and management of the 
program. 20% is invested in global social services that benefit communities at the District level. 

10. Producer Wards, representing approximately 2.6 million hectares, bear the cost of living with 
wildlife. Under the 6-year period under review, elephants are responsible for the destruction of 
approximately 7,000ha of croplands in the 9 Districts. The minimum cost of this in terms of food 
production is estimated at US$500,000 – US$1.0 million. 

11. Producer Wards have elected to invest 55% of their dividends from CAMPFIRE revenues in social 
services (schools, clinics etc.).  74% of these revenues are generated through trophy fees where 
elephant play a significant role. 

12. Although CAMPFIRE communities suffer most from elephant crop damage, the number of 
elephant destroyed as problem animals is well within acceptable limits and with few exceptions, 
has little or no impact on population numbers. 

 
In conclusion, the CAMPFIRE program relies almost exclusively on revenues generated through 
hunting.  These revenues cannot be replaced through alternative wildlife based activities. This places 
almost two million hectares of wild land at risk, including the risk of increasing retaliatory killing 
through poisoning and illegal wildlife crime. 
 
Wildlife in Communal Lands is under pressure. Removing any benefits will tip the balance and 
disgruntled CAMPFIRE communities will turn to pastoralism and unsustainable agricultural practices, 
thereby reducing wildlife habitat. The suspension of trophy imports is effectively encouraging 
communities to become willing tools for poaching – a forced abandonment of CAMPFIRE. 
 

6 THE WAY FORWARD 

 
The ZPWMA has recently developed and approved its 5-year Elephant Management Plan (ZPWMA, 
2015). This plan recognizes that if elephants are to survive in the future, they must have a value, both to 
the governing authorities and to the local people. Unless the local communities, who live closest to 
elephants, are tolerant of this charismatic yet destructive species, it is unlikely that they will survive in 
the long term. 
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The Elephant Management Plan recognizes that “regulated sport hunting converts wildlife into assets for 
the benefit of local people and the country as a whole. Wildlife can be a most valuable asset and in turn 
empower local communities and provide basic necessities. When it is viewed as a valuable asset, wildlife 
becomes an economically competitive land use in Zimbabwe, which leads to habitat preservation instead 
of habitat destruction and conversion to agriculture or livestock production.”  
 
The presence of regulated hunting can also reduce illegal activities, and private outfitters’ lease 
agreements are being reviewed to include anti-poaching as an obligation of the concessionaire. Trophy 
hunting revenues are vital to facilitating not only law enforcement activities but also general wildlife 
management. Alternative wildlife land use practices, e.g. eco-tourism, cannot generate sufficient 
revenues to cover these costs, and certainly not to justify wildlife as a land use outside of protected 
areas. 
 
Hunting can generate revenues under a wider range of scenarios than eco-tourism, including in remote 
areas lacking infra-structure, attractive scenery, or high densities of viewable wildlife. Consequently, 
elephant and other wildlife populations will be negatively affected through reduced conservation efforts 
arising from low funding and reduced goodwill from the communities.  
 
CAMPFIRE has been widely regarded as one of Africa’s most successful contemporary conservation 
initiatives. Hunting of elephants plays an integral part in promoting CAMPFIRE as it permits the residents 
of communal lands to share in the benefits generated by wildlife utilization on those lands. 
 
As shown above, the bulk of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with elephant hunting 
contributing more than 60% of annual revenue. The current revenue sharing guidelines require safari 
outfitters to pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank accounts and this has had a positive 
impact on community attitudes to wildlife conservation.  These funds have been used by RDCs and 
producer Wards to promote wildlife conservation, but despite its achievements, CAMPFIRE still faces 
fundamental challenges. 
 
The most crucial of these challenges is developing strategies to accommodate the increasing human 
populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key CAMPFIRE areas. Understandably, the focus of 
these households is on food security requiring the extension of basic agricultural schemes and increased 
livestock numbers.  Such land uses are incompatible with wildlife based land use. 
 
Other CAMPFIRE challenges include: (i) the downturn in Zimbabwe’s economy and tourism sector post-
2000, (ii) great reliance on consumptive trophy hunting and less focus on other uses and non-
consumptive uses of natural resources due to viability considerations, and (iii) low re-investment in 
development, fixed assets, human capital, and management and protection of wildlife in CAMPFIRE 
areas. 
 
Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s Government, and an 
evaluation dedicated to improving the program is ongoing and should be finalized by the end of 2017. 
Zimbabwe’s Government recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends entirely on those among 
whom they live. Unless local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached to the point where just 
a few remain in fortified reserves. CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the future of wildlife in 
communal areas rests on the success of this program. 
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The hunting of elephants, under sustainable and well-regulated conditions, has the potential to raise 
adequate funds to support itself and other species in CAMPFIRE areas. For these reasons, Zimbabwe 
confirms its commitment to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in its Elephant 
Management Plan, and recognizes the role that elephant play in the CAMPFIRE program. 
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7 ANNEX 1: EXAMPLES OF SOCIAL SERVICES PROJECTS SUPPORTED BY CAMPFIRE FUNDS AT THE 

DISTRICT AND WARD LEVEL 
 
CHINONGE WARD Binga District: Clinic under construction and example of Ward bank statement. 
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Beit Bridge CAMPFIRE Program: Masera Secondary School Classroom Block and Staff Housing 
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Tsholotsho RDC: CAMPFIRE Vehicles, Tshitatshawa Clinic under construction in Ward 8, Tsholotsho 
CAMPFIRE District Wildlife Committee, Hunting Camp, and solar powered 7km piped water scheme  
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CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ENDANGERED SPECIES 
OF WILD FAUNA AND FLORA 

MIKE REPORT 
 

LEVELS AND TRENDS OF ILLEGAL KILLING OF ELEPHANTS IN AFRICA TO 31 DECEMBER 2016 –
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 

Background on MIKE 

The CITES programme for Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants, commonly known as MIKE, was 
established by the Conference of the Parties (CoP) to CITES at its 10th Meeting (Harare, 1997) in 
accordance with the provisions in Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP16) on Trade in elephant specimens. 
The MIKE Programme is managed by the CITES Secretariat under the supervision of the CITES 
Standing Committee. Since implementation began in 2001, the operation of the MIKE Programme in 
Africa has been possible thanks to the generous financial support of the European Union. 

 
MIKE aims to inform and improve decision-making on elephants by measuring trends in levels of illegal 
killing of elephants, identifying factors associated with those trends, and building capacity for elephant 
management in range States. MIKE operates in a large sample of sites spread across elephant range in 
30 countries in Africa and 13 countries in Asia. There are some 60 designated MIKE sites in Africa, which 
together hold an estimated 30 to 40% of the African elephant population, and 27 sites in Asia. 

 
MIKE data is collected by ranger patrols in the field and other means in designated MIKE sites. When an 
elephant carcass is found, site personnel try to establish the cause of death and other details, such as 
sex and age of the animal, status of ivory and stage of decomposition of the carcass. This information is 
recorded in standardized carcass forms, details of which are then submitted to the MIKE Programme. A 
database of more than 15,900 carcass records has been assembled to date, providing the most 
substantial information base available for making a statistical analysis of the levels of illegal killing of 
elephants. 

 
MIKE evaluates relative poaching levels based on the Proportion of Illegally Killed Elephants (PIKE), 
which is calculated as the number of illegally killed elephants found divided by the total number of 
elephant carcasses encountered by patrols or other means, aggregated by year for each site. Coupled 
with estimates of population size and natural mortality rates, PIKE can be used to estimate numbers of 
elephants killed and absolute poaching rates. 

 
While PIKE provides a sensitive measure of poaching trends, it may be affected by a number of potential 
biases related to data quality, reporting rate, carcass detection probabilities, variation in natural mortality 
rates and other factors, and hence results need to be interpreted with caution. However, the fact that the 
quantitative results presented below are in good agreement with quantitative information available from 
other sources, such as the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) and the African Elephant Database 
of the IUCN/SSC African Elephant Specialist Group, gives confidence as to the robustness of the results. 

Details of the MIKE trend analysis for 2016 

Trend analyses of MIKE data using standardized methodology have been presented to the 15
th
, 16

th
 and 

17th meetings of the Conference of the Parties to CITES, in 2010, 2013 and 2016 respectively; to the 
61st, 62nd, 65th and 66th meetings of the CITES Standing Committee, as well as to other meetings such 
as the African Elephant Summit (Gaborone, December 2013) and the Kasane Conference on Illegal 
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Wildlife Trade (Kasane, March 2015). In addition, analyses of MIKE data have been published in the 
peer-reviewed scientific literature (Burn et al. 2011; Wittemyer et al. 2014).   

 
Since the report submitted to the 17th meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CITES held in South 
Africa in September-October 2016, which included records received up to the end of 2015, records for 
1,335 elephant carcasses encountered in the course of 2016 were received from 33 sites in Africa. 
Records are still being sought from sites that have not reported, as a result this report is a preliminary 
analysis based on records received up to 31 December 2016. While the number of reporting sites 
declined compared to 2015, when 38 sites reported, the number of carcass records received is 
comparable (see Fig 1, lower chart).  
 
The data set used for analysis consists of 15,942 records of elephant carcasses found between 2003 and 

the end of 2016 at 51 MIKE sites in 27 range States in Africa, representing a total of 539 site-years. Data 
for Asian sites is still being compiled and will be presented in the MIKE report to the 69th Meeting of the 
CITES Standing Committee, which will be held in Geneva, Switzerland, from 27 November to 1 
December 2017. 
 
Figure 1. The upper chart shows the PIKE trend in Africa with 90% confidence intervals, based on 15,942 
elephant carcasses (illegally killed or otherwise) reported to MIKE for the period 2003-2016. PIKE levels 
above the horizontal line at 0.5 (i.e. where half of dead elephants found are deemed to have been illegally 
killed) are considered cause for concern. The lower graph shows the total number of carcasses reported 
by year, irrespective of cause of death. The total number of carcasses reported per year has remained 
relatively unchanged since 2013. 
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Figure 1 shows empirically derived time trends in PIKE at the continental level for reporting African MIKE 
sites, with 90% confidence intervals. The chart shows a steady increase in levels of illegal killing of 
elephants starting in 2006, peaking in 2011, and leveling off and slightly declining thereafter. As in 2015, 
the PIKE level shows a slight decline but the estimated poaching rate in 2016 remains high – that is 
above a PIKE value of a half, more elephants die from poaching that die from natural causes. This may 
imply that elephant population at MIKE sites overall is likely to have continued to decline in 2016.   
 
It is difficult to estimate poaching impact at the site level, especially in sites that do not have sufficiently 
large carcass sample sizes, or where there may be indications of bias in reported PIKE levels or where 
climatic conditions have dramatically varied, such as drought. Uncharacteristically, in 2016 the number of 
carcass records from Tanzania dropped by 55% relative to 2015 from three MIKE sites (Katavi Rukwa, 
National Park & Game Reserve, Ruaha Rungwa, National Park & Game Reserve and Selous-Mikumi, 
Game Reserve and National Park). As of now no explanation has been received why there was a 
significant drop in the number of carcasses reported from these sites in Tanzania. The absolute number 
of carcass records from Kruger (South Africa) notably increased from 74 records in 2015 compared to 
165 in 2016. While the number of illegally killed elephants reported remained almost the same: 30, in 
2015 and 46 in 2016, the resulting PIKE value for Kruger declined from 0.41 to 0.2.  This may be 
explained by two consecutive years of below average rainfall and potentially higher natural mortality 
rather than an actual decline in the poaching losses there. 
 
Among sites that have reported 20 or more carcasses in 2016, where the site-level PIKE can be taken to 
be relatively reliable, those that remain of concern (with a PIKE of 0.7 or higher) in 2016 include Garamba 
(Democratic Republic of the Congo); Gourma (Mali); Odzala-Koukoua (Republic of the Congo) and 
Niassa (Mozambique).  In a recent correspondence in Cell Biology (Poulsen, 2017), 161 carcasses of 
poached elephants between 2012 and 2015 were reported at Minikèbè N.P (Gabon).  This MIKE site last 
reported in 2014 with a total of 63 illegally-killed carcasses between 2012-2014. If the published numbers 
are correct then a total of 98 (=161-63) illegally-killed carcasses have not been reported in 2015. As of 
now no official numbers for 2015 and 2016 have been reported to the MIKE programme. 
 
From 2015 to 2016 PIKE levels changed at several sites. Among these, where the change in site-level 
PIKE can be taken to be relatively reliable - sufficiently large carcass sample size (an average of 20 or 
more carcasses across years) - were Dzanga-Sangha (Central African Republic) where PIKE dropped 
from 0.43 to 0.23 (a decrease of 20%), and Tsavo Conservation Area (Kenya), where PIKE declined by 
11%; in contrast, in Gourma (Mali), PIKE increased from 0.77 in 2015 to 1.0 in 2016 (a 23% increase).  
Sites from South Africa and Tanzania, that had unusual reporting patterns from previous years (see 
above), were not included in the analysis.  
 
The PIKE levels over the last three years are reflected at the sub-regional level, with the PIKE values in 
the African sub-regions in 2016 being statistically indistinguishable from those reported in 2015 except for 
Eastern Africa (Figure 2). In Eastern Africa, PIKE levels declined from 0.42 in 2015 to 0.30 in 2016. This 
decline is principally due to the PIKE-site level in Tsavo Conservation Area (Kenya) in 2016, coupled with 
the number of elephant carcasses (illegally killed or otherwise) reported (170). Systematic exclusion of 
carcass data from East African MIKE sites in 2016 from the analysis shows that the carcass numbers 
from Tsavo had the highest influence on the decline of PIKE from 2015 to 2016 for the sub region.  
Without the 2016 Tsavo data in the analysis PIKE changed from 0.42 in 2015 to 0.36, a 6% decrease in 
2016 whereas including the Tsavo data, PIKE changed from 0.42 in 2015 to 0.30, a 12% decrease in 
2016. This highlights that regional trends can be influenced by local change at a single site.  
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Figure 2. Sub regional PIKE trends with annual 90 % confidence intervals. The numbers of 
carcasses on which the graphs are based are shown at the bottom of each graph. 

 
 
With only seven sites reporting data for 2016, West Africa continues to be a cause for concern in terms of 
data quantity and quality, making reliable inference on trends impossible for the sub-region.   
 
Despite variation at the site level, poaching levels show a slight downward trend since 2011 at the 
continental scale, albeit at a potentially worrying levels, especially in Central Africa and specific sites in 
Eastern and Southern Africa. In West Africa, due to low reporting rates, it is hard to make reliable 
inference with the year over year trend.   
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BUBYE VALLEY CONSERVANCY LION RESEARCH REPORT 
Dr Byron du Preez [Oxford] 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) have recently evaluated the 

conservation status of the lion Panthera leo with particular regard to sport-hunting 

(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/lion.html – accessed 2015-01-08). The 

results of this evaluation have led to the formal protection of two subspecies under the 

Endangered Species Act, classifying P. l. leo as endangered and P. l. melanochaita as 

threatened. Together these subspecies apparently represent all of the lions in Africa 

(Barnett et al. 2014). 

 

Sport-hunting is a legal activity that is both sanctioned and carefully controlled by the 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 

(CITES). The USFWS found that the sport-hunting of P. l. melanochaita “if well managed, 

may provide a benefit to the subspecies” (http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-

do/lion.html – accessed 2015-01-08). Here we aim to explore this statement further and 

present data from a long-term in situ lion research project. 

 

Please note that this is a preliminary report that just focuses on the Bubye Valley 

Conservancy in Zimbabwe. A more comprehensive report regarding the status of 

Zimbabwe’s lion populations is currently being produced in collaboration with Dr Andrew 

Loveridge of Hwange National Park, Dr Rosemary Groom of the Save Valley Conservancy, 

Dr Peter Lindsey of Panthera, and Roseline Mandisodza-Chikerema of the Zimbabwe 

Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA), and of course Dr Byron du Preez of 

the Bubye Valley Conservancy.  

 

 

LIONS PANTHERA LEO AND SPORT-HUNTING 

 

The IUCN Red List have recently reclassified lions as Vulnerable (remaining as such since 

1996; IUCN 2015), estimating that there are between 20,000 and 30,000 free-ranging lions 

left (Bauer et al. 2015) in less than 25% of their historic range (IUCN 2006). However, this 

generalised classification does not take into account an apparent conservation dichotomy: 

sample subpopulations of lions in Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe have 

in fact increased overall (Bauer et al. 2015). Lions were historically present throughout 

Africa, some of Europe, the Middle East and Asia (Bauer and Van Der Merwe 2004), but 

current conservation strongholds remain only in parts of eastern and southern Africa 

(Brassine and Parker 2012; Nowell and Jackson 1996). 

 

Lions are uniquely social felids, forming coalitions of up to nine males associated with 

female prides that may consist of 20 individuals or more (Macdonald et al. 2010; Schaller 

1972). In the 1990’s, lions were successfully (in terms of high reproductive and survival 

rates) reintroduced into private areas in parts of their former range (Miller and Funston 
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2014). However, this population growth rate inevitably led to the potential problem of 

overabundance (Funston 2008) and low genetic diversity (Trinkel et al. 2010), with both 

of these issues requiring active and intensive management (Hunter et al. 2007), and 

ultimately reducing the conservation value of these lion populations (Miller and Funston 

2014). The ability to translocate lions originally facilitated the relief of overpopulation, but 

as the available areas for relocations were used up, sport-hunting and euthanasia have 

subsequently become the main methods of lion population control (Miller and Funston 

2014). 

 

The lion is the apex predator wherever it occurs (Macdonald et al. 2010), and is an ideal 

conservation umbrella; being large, charismatic and easily observable (e.g. Williams et al. 

2000). The lion is important to commercial wildlife ventures, which risk losing significant 

market share where they cannot offer them to clients (Lindsey et al. 2007). The lion is thus 

prioritised in conservation, and their charisma exploited to attract tourists and raise the 

funds required in ensuring that wildlife areas remain viable (Lindsey et al. 2007). Lions are 

also a particularly valuable species in the sport-hunting industry, rivalled only in demand 

by buffalo Syncerus caffer and leopard Panthera pardus (Creel and Creel 1997). Lions are 

therefore prevalent in private wildlife areas (Packer et al. 2013), where their populations 

can achieve exponential growth rates given the protection and resources afforded by well-

managed operations (Miller and Funston 2014).  

 

There is more land area in Africa conserved for hunting than there is in all of Africa’s 

formally protected areas combined: approximately 1.4 million km2, which exceeds the total 

area covered by national parks by 22% (Lindsey et al. 2007). For wildlife conservation to 

be successful outside of national parks, these areas must be self-sufficient and able to 

generate sufficient revenue to cover the considerable costs of protecting the habitat and 

wildlife therein (Lindsey et al. 2006). 

 

Hunting quotas are sanctioned by CITES on the basis that sport-hunting does not endanger 

the ultimate survival of the population. The positive aspects of sport-hunting as a 

conservation tool include a focus on males and a low percentage off-take; neither of which 

generally jeopardise populations, and also suggest that hunting could play a role in 

endangered species conservation (Leader-Williams et al. 2005). 

 

An adaptive quota management system for lion hunting based on the ages of lions hunted 

was agreed on in July 2013 in Harare, Zimbabwe, during a meeting hosted by the 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (ZPWMA) and the independent 

non-governmental conservation organisation Panthera. The points system is summarised 

in Table 1.  

 

Table 1. Points allocated to hunting blocks arising from the harvest of lions of different 

ages under different quota regimes 

 

 ≥6 

year

s 

No 

trophy 

5 years 

old 

4 years 

old 

<4 

years 

Failure to submit 

hunt 



3 

 

return/incomplete 

hunt returns 

For quotas of 

3/more 

4 3 3 2 -3 0 

For quotas of 2 4 3 3 2 0 0 

For quotas of 1 6 3 3 2 0 0 

Quota setting 

process 

 

These points are added up and divided by 3 to yield the quota for 

next year 

 

During 2013, operators were requested to submit hunt returns and photos as a trial run to 

get the system up and running. In 2014 operators were requested to do the same but were 

informed that the age of the lions hunted in 2014 would determine their lion quotas in 2015. 

The 2015 lion hunt results would thus also determine the 2016 quota.  

 

 

THE BUBYE VALLEY CONSERVANCY 

 

After originally being eradicated by cattle ranchers in the area, 13 lions were reintroduced 

to the Bubye Valley Conservancy in 1999, and four young males broke into the 

Conservancy that same year. From the original 17 animals present in 1999, the Bubye 

Valley Conservancy lion population was estimated at approximately 280 individuals in 

2009 when robust population surveys were initiated by a team from the University of 

Oxford Wildlife Conservation Research Unit (WildCRU), and this population has 

continued to grow. Today it is estimated that there are over 500 lions on the Bubye Valley 

Conservancy. 
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Figure 1: The Bubye Valley Conservancy lion population has increased exponentially since 

the original reintroduction of the species to the conservancy in 1999. 

 

The exponentially increasing Bubye Valley Conservancy lion population currently exists 

at one of the highest densities in Africa (∼0.190 lions km-2: du Preez et al. 2015), greater 

than that of the Serengeti, Tanzania (0.100 lions km-2: Pusey and Packer 1987; Spong 

2002), Selous, Tanzania (0.080 – 0.130 lions km-2: Creel and Creel 1996, 1997), Kruger 

National Park, South Africa (0.096 – 0.112 lions km-2: Mills 1995), and Hwange National 

Park, Zimbabwe (0.027 lions km-2: Loveridge et al. 2007). This equates to the largest 

contiguous lion population in Zimbabwe. 

 

The Bubye Valley Conservancy offsets the cost of lion predation on its wildlife via sport-

hunting of the species. In 2014, the lion hunting quota allocated to the Bubye Valley 

Conservancy by ZPWMA was 10 individuals. Based the fact that the entire quota was 

harvested and maximum points were scored for each individual trophy (more than six years 

in age), the allocated quota was raised to 13 lions for 2015. Only 12/13 lions were hunted 

in 2015 due to a late cancellation; nevertheless eight lions over six years old and four lions 

of five years old were harvested and the resultant points justifying a quota of 15 lions for 

2016. Note that while the lion hunting quota for Zimbabwe has been voluntarily reduced 

by a national steering committee, the Bubye Valley Conservancy lion hunting quota has 

been successively raised twice based on hunt success and age of lions hunted under the 

national adaptive quota management system.  
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DISCUSSION 

 

The saturation of lions in wildlife areas on both state and private land is positive for their 

future conservation security; but it is also critical to that of incidentally conserved 

endangered species, such as both species of rhinoceros (Diceros bicornis [black] and 

Ceratotherium simum [white]) on private wildlife conservancies in Zimbabwe (Lindsey et 

al. 2009; Suzuki 2001), which benefit from the same resources and protection that are 

incentivised and provided by the revenue generated from sport-hunting. The Bubye Valley 

Conservancy now boasts the world's third largest black rhinoceros population (N. 

Anderson [Lowveld Rhino Trust], pers. comm.). This remarkable achievement is an 

incidental conservation benefit derived entirely from trophy hunting activities – there are 

no photographic tourists visiting the Bubye Valley Conservancy, and these rhinos are not 

hunted. Having rhinos on the land therefore generates no revenue – and in fact there is a 

significant cost associated with protecting these animals. This expense is covered by the 

revenue generated by sport-hunting, with additional donations from the clients, and the 

habitat for the rhino is also preserved by maintaining the land as a conservation area, as 

opposed to converting it into agricultural or grazing land for example. The Bubye Valley 

Conservancy lion population has increased from an original 17 individuals in 1999 to over 

500 in 2015 – not despite hunting, but because of the incentive provided by sport-hunting 

for their protection. 

 

However, the high densities of lion populations achieved within commercial wildlife areas 

have the potential for intense intraguild persecution. Lions are aggressively competitive, 

and have been linked to reductions in cheetah (e.g. Durant 1998, 2000; Laurenson 1995) 

and wild dog (e.g. Creel 2001; Creel and Creel 1996; Vucetich and Creel 1999) densities, 

both of which face local extinction where lion abundance, and the respective level of 

persecution, is high. Excessive lion density may also result in population declines of 

ungulate prey (e.g. Wegge et al. 2009). It is vital to holistic conservation that wildlife 

managers can understand and deal with the level of impact that lions exert on other species; 

particularly those that are elusive difficult to observe, and which face decline if not 

carefully monitored. To this end, a conservation research initiative in partnership with 

WildCRU was established on the Bubye Valley Conservancy in 1999. 

 

Based on the number of kills made (du Preez et al. in prep.) and the current value of the 

meat (K. Leathem, pers. comm.), the Bubye Valley Conservancy lion population consumes 

hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of prey each year. These lions are mainly tolerated 

because of their ability to generate the revenue that helps to offset this expense – although 

it is estimated that economically it is still not worth keeping the lions whose cost outweighs 

their value (Funston et al. 2013). If lion hunting were to be banned, based on the economics 

involved it would become unviable to continue managing the Bubye Valley Conservancy 

as a wildlife area in its current form, and lions would either have to be re-exterminated (or 

at least severely reduced via culling), or what is the largest privately owned wildlife area 

in the world would be converted back into a cattle ranching area (K. Leathem, pers. comm.). 

This is the reality of any business, in that it needs to cover costs and pay staff and cannot 

run at a loss for luxury of conservation. Childs (1993) states “A refusal to treat wildlife in 

the same way as other resources and maintenance of centralised protectionist management 
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prejudices its survival. Only by raising its commercial value will wildlife be able to 

compete for space on the scarce African landscape. Trade bans which detract from 

wildlife's commercial value prejudice its chances of survival in the long term.” 

 

The USFWS state “Well-managed conservation programs use trophy hunting revenues to 

sustain lion conservation, research and anti-poaching activities” 

(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/lion.html – accessed 2015-01-08). The 

Bubye Valley Conservancy meets each one of these points: clearly contributing to lion 

conservation with Zimbabwe’s largest contiguous population; a long-term conservation 

research partnership with WildCRU; and with a self-funded anti-poaching unit that protects 

the world’s third largest rhino population (the largest on private land).  

 

The success of the Bubye Valley Conservancy, in terms of both its hunted lion and non-

hunted rhino populations, provides the incentive for other areas in the country to 

sustainably manage their wildlife resource. Although the USFWS understandably 

categorises lion conservation by country rather than individual properties, the Bubye 

Valley Conservancy currently and deservedly hunts nearly a third of the total Zimbabwean 

lion quota. This sport-hunting does not negatively affect the lion population, which remains 

in positive growth despite the off-take.  
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Summary of Steps Taken by Zimbabwe to
Improve the Management of Lion

Sport-Hunting

i – Banning of all lioness hunting in Zimbabwe
ii – Hunting moratoria around the Gonarezhou and Hwange National Parks
iii – Removal of fixed hunting quotas
iv – Age restrictions on sport-hunted lions
v – Scientifically-based adaptive quota management system

Summary of Lion Sport-Hunting’s
Contribution to Conservation

i – Lion sport-hunting contributes 33.9% to 42.4% of total revenue on private land
ii – Lion sport-hunting generates up to US$ 557 km-2

iii – Anti-poaching (in particular that of rhinoceroses) costs ∼US$ 216 km-2

Introduction

The United States Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice (USFWS) have recently evaluated

the conservation status of the lion Panthera
leo with particular regard to sport-hunting
(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-
do/lion.html [accessed 2015-01-19]). The
results of this evaluation have led to the
formal protection of two subspecies under
the Endangered Species Act, classifying P.
l. leo as endangered and P. l. melanochaita
as threatened. Together these subspecies
apparently represent all of the lions in Africa
(Barnett et al. 2014).

Sport-hunting is a legal activity in
which the international import/export
of trophies is both sanctioned and care-
fully controlled by the Convention on In-
ternational Trade in Endangered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). The
USFWS found that the sport-hunting
of P. l. melanochaita “if well managed,
may provide a benefit to the subspecies”
(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-
do/lion.html [accessed 2015-01-19]). Here
we explore this statement further, and
present data from three long-term in situ
lion research projects; the Bubye Valley
Conservation Research Initiative, Savé Val-
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ley Conservancy Research, and the Hwange
Lion Research Project.

The data presented in this report clearly
illustrates the positive conservation benefit
that well-managed trophy hunting of lions
can have for the species, as well as the impor-
tance of hunting in maintaining the wildlife
in an area; addressing Point 5 on page 3 of
the Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit Appli-
cation Form (Form 3-200-20) [i.e. “Please be

aware that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
must make a finding that your activities will
enhance or benefit wild populations of the
species involved. If you have any informa-
tion that could support this finding (e.g., pop-
ulation status or trend data; how the funds
from license/trophy fees will be spent; what
portion of the hunting fee will support con-
servation), please submit such information
on a separate page with your application”].

Figure 1: The lions pictured here, known as Winston (standing) and Geronimo (lying), were both
collared in March 2012 when they were the dominant males in the Matombosa area and
have been continuously monitored ever since as part of the on-going long-term WildCRU
Bubye Valley Conservation Research Initiative. In November 2015 Geronimo, who was
approximately 9 years old, died after succumbing to injuries sustained from fighting
with another male. Winston, also 9 years old, has since lost his dominant status, lost
his territory to two 4.5 year old males, become nomadic and avoids contact with other
males. As of this report being written, the recent litter of cubs that both Winston and
Geronimo sired are still alive.
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Most importantly, since July 2013 there
has been a continuous self-imposed in-
ternal reform of the lion hunting indus-
try in Zimbabwe that is actively partici-
pated in and supported by all of the rel-
evant stakeholders, including; the Zimbabwe
Parks and Wildlife Management Authority

(ZPWMA), non-governmental organisations,
professional hunters, safari operators, scien-
tists and researchers.

Here we discuss the results of this pro-
cess in terms of robust evidence regarding
the sustainability and self-regulation of lion
hunting in Zimbabwe.

Figure 2: Winston and Geronimo’s cubs.

Lions – Panthera leo

The IUCN Red List have recently reclassified
lions as Vulnerable (remaining as such since
1996; IUCN 2015), estimating that there are
between 20,000 and 30,000 free-ranging li-
ons left (Bauer et al. 2015a) in less than
25% of their historic range (IUCN 2006).
However, this generalised classification does

not take into account an apparent conserva-
tion dichotomy: sample subpopulations of
lions in Botswana, Namibia, South Africa
and Zimbabwe have in fact increased overall
(Bauer et al. 2015a). Lions were historically
present throughout Africa, some of Europe,
the Middle East and Asia (Bauer and Van
Der Merwe 2004), but current conservation
strongholds remain only in parts of eastern
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and southern Africa (Brassine and Parker
2012; Nowell and Jackson 1996). The cur-
rent lion population estimate for Zimbabwe’s
major lion areas is approximately 2,600 in-
dividuals [Hwange-Matetsi Complex: 750,
South Eastern Lowveld: 350, Gonarezhou
National Park: 60, Malilangwe: 37, Savé
Valley Conservancy: 284, Bubye Valley Con-
servancy: 500, Mid-Zambezi Valley Com-
plex: 600], though the actual number would
be larger if there were data available for the
countries minor lion areas that are yet to be
surveyed] (ZPWMA 2015).

The lion is a uniquely social felid, form-
ing coalitions of up to nine males associated
with one or more female prides that may
consist of more than 20 individuals (Mac-
donald et al. 2010; Schaller 1972). Lions
are infamously infanticidal (Schaller 1972),
where males will kill unrelated cubs so as to
bring the female into oestrus and present an
opportunity to sire their own litter, which
is often used as an argument against sport-
hunting of the species (e.g. Packer et al.
2010), where it is feared that the removal of
dominant males causes cub mortality that
eventually results in lowered population re-
cruitment and survival (Packer et al. 2009).
Infanticide, however, does not result from
sport-hunting when age-appropriate males,
past their prime and no longer territorial or
with dependent cubs, are harvested (Whit-
man et al. 2004). Moreover, the fission-
fusion nature of lion society (Mosser and
Packer 2009; Pusey and Packer 1987) means
that infanticide may still occur when the
dominant males are simply not present there
and then to defend their cubs (B. du Preez,
pers. obs.).

In the 1990’s, lions were successfully rein-
troduced into private areas in parts of their

former range, where they achieved high re-
productive and survival rates (Miller and
Funston 2014). However, the resultant pop-
ulation growth inevitably led to the po-
tential problem of overabundance (Funston
2008) and low genetic diversity (Trinkel et
al. 2010), with both of these issues requiring
active and intensive management (Hunter
et al. 2007) and ultimately reducing the
conservation value of these lion populations
(Miller and Funston 2014). The ability to
translocate lions originally facilitated the re-
lief of overpopulation, but as the available
areas for relocations were used up, sport-
hunting and euthanasia have subsequently
become the main methods of lion population
control (Miller and Funston 2014).

The lion is the apex predator wherever
it occurs (Macdonald et al. 2010), and
is an ideal conservation umbrella; being
large, charismatic and easily observable (e.g.
Williams et al. 2000). Lions are important
to commercial wildlife ventures, which risk
losing significant market share where they
cannot offer them to clients (Lindsey et al.
2007), and are thus prioritised in conserva-
tion; exploiting their charisma to attract
tourists and raise the funds required in en-
suring that wildlife areas remain viable. The
lion is also a particularly valuable species in
the sport-hunting industry, rivalled only in
demand by buffalo Syncerus caffer and leop-
ard Panthera pardus (Creel and Creel 1997),
and are therefore prevalent in private wildlife
areas (Packer et al. 2013) where their popu-
lations can achieve exponential growth rates
given the protection and resources afforded
by well-managed operations (Smuts et al.
1978; Loveridge et al. 2007b; Kettles and
Slotow 2009; Miller and Funston 2014).
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Figure 3: Map of Zimbabwe’s main wildlife areas: [i ] National Parks are represented in light blue;
[ii ] Safari areas are represented in orange; [iii ] Forestry areas are represented in dark
green; [iv ] Community and Private wildlife areas are represented in light green; [v ]
Communal Land (CAMPFIRE Areas) in which sport-hunting may occur is represented
by light green horizontal stripes; [vi ] Communal Land in which sport-hunting does not
occur is represented by grey vertical stripes. [vii ] The Bubye Valley [BVC] and Savé
Valley [SVC] Conservancies are represented in red. [viii ]The Nuanetsi Ranch [NR] on
which sport-hunting takes place is represented in dark purple (light purple represents the
Nuanetsi Ranch cattle area); [ix ] Lake Kariba is represented in dark blue. Harare (the
capital city) is represented by a black square and letter ‘H’. Bulawayo is represented by
a black diamond and letter ‘B’. Sport-hunting may occur in areas: ii, iii, iv, v, vii & viii

The ability of lions to rapidly increase
in abundance is an aspect of their ecology
that is often overlooked. Lion populations
can achieve exponential growth rates (Miller
and Funston 2015; Groom and Watermeyer
2015; du Preez et al. in prep.), and the prob-
lems associated with high lion densities fast
present themselves and require significant

investment in their solution (Hunter et al.
2007; Kettles and Slotow 2009; Loveridge et
al. 2007; Packer et al. 2013; Smuts 1978).
Whilst unregulated sport-hunting of lions
(in particular that of dominant males and
pride females) may result in population de-
clines (e.g. Packer et al. 2010; Packer et al.
2009), restricting offtake to only males over
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a certain age (i.e. have already bred and/or
are no longer dominant) has no impact on
lion population persistence, irrespective of
quota size (Whitman et al. 2004). Such
is the situation currently facing both the
Bubye Valley and Savé Valley Conservan-
cies, where the lion populations continue to
grow despite sport-hunting and increasing
quotas. Whilst sport-hunting may not alle-
viate over-population in these areas, it does
somewhat offset the cost of keeping lions.
Culling of lions may be the only realistic
option for controlling numbers in larger ar-
eas, as the use of contraceptives is likely
to be inefficient and expensive. Because of
fears about public sentiment associated with
sport-hunting, it has now become common
practice for managers to cull excess lions in
more than 45 wildlife areas in South Africa
to which lions have been introduced, and
which resulted in the wasteful destruction of
about 200 lions in 2012 (Miller and Funston
2014).

Conservation and
Sport-Hunting

There is more land area in Africa conserved
for hunting than there is in all of Africa’s
formally protected areas combined: approx-
imately 1.4 million km2, which exceeds the
total area covered by national parks by 22%
(Lindsey et al. 2007). For wildlife conser-
vation to be successful outside of national
parks, these areas must be self-sufficient and
able to generate sufficient revenue to cover
the considerable costs of protecting the habi-
tat and wildlife therein (Lindsey et al. 2006).
Indeed, conservation would benefit from an
incentive to utilise land for wildlife rather
than the alternatives of livestock grazing,
agriculture, and deforestation.

The international trade of lions, in-
cluding trophies, is controlled by a
strict CITES licensing system on the ba-
sis that this trade does not endanger
the ultimate survival of the population
(https://www.cites.org/eng/disc/how.php
[accessed 2015-01-19]). The positive aspects
of sport-hunting as a conservation tool in-
clude a focus on males and a low percentage
off-take; neither of which generally jeop-
ardise populations, and also suggest that
hunting could play a role in population
recovery (Leader-Williams et al. 2005).

The recommendation of setting uniform
harvest limits, e.g. 1 lion 2,000 km-2 (Lind-
sey et al. 2012; Packer et al. 2010), may
be overly simplistic, affect the economics of
wildlife based landscape use, and disincen-
tivise investment in conservation (Lindsey
et al. 2007). A more practical approach
to sustainably setting realistic lion sport-
hunting quotas could involve using a posi-
tive/negative feedback method that calcu-
lates a fluid quota per area based on the pre-
vious season’s performance. Such an adap-
tive quota management system has already
been implemented in Zimbabwe.

Zimbabwe’s Adaptive
Lion Quota

Management System

An adaptive quota management system for
lion hunting based on the ages of lions
hunted was agreed on in July 2013 in Harare,
Zimbabwe, during a meeting hosted by the
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management
Authority (ZPWMA) and an independent
non-governmental conservation organisation.
The points system is summarised in Table
1.
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Table 1: Points allocated to hunting blocks arising from the harvest of lions of different ages

During 2013, operators were requested to
submit hunt returns and photos as a trial run
to get the system up and running. In 2014
operators were requested to do the same
but were informed that the age of the lions
hunted in 2014 would determine their lion
quotas in 2015. The 2015 lion hunt results
would thus also determine the 2016 quota.

Results of the Adaptive
Lion Quota Management Sys-
tem
In 2015 there was a marked increase in the
age of lions hunted in Zimbabwe as a whole.
Notably, only one lion of <4 years of age was
hunted and the large majority of lions were
5 years or older (Figure 4). In 2013, only
28% of the lions hunted were 5 years or older,
in 2014 that figure had risen to 49% and in
2015 to 77.3% (Figure 5). The proportion
of lions hunted that were less that 5 years of
age dropped overall between 2013 and 2015
(Figure 6). For this achievement, credit is
due to the hunting community for showing
greater selectivity of harvest. A word of cau-
tion however, is that the majority of lions
hunted were on the cusp of 5 - 6 years of age
and were not older than six years. Restrict-
ing hunting to individuals that are at least

six (and preferably older) is desirable from
a biological perspective due to the reduced
risk of the loss of pride males and infanticide
of cubs associated with the harvest of such
individuals (Whitman et al. 2004).

In 2015 the Zimbabwe national lion hunt-
ing quota was set at 85 lions. Of this 85,
only 39 were hunted in 2015, and based on
the resultant score from aging the trophies,
and the fact that operators chose not to
hunt lions of inadequate age (see Figures 4,
5 & 6), the recommended quota for 2016
was set at 75 [Harare 2015-11-11]. (The
Rural District Council areas in which lions
occur are currently exempted from the age
restrictions, as was agreed upon at the 2013
lion management meeting in Harare, as a
means of ensuring that impoverished com-
munities obtain the opportunity to benefit
from the presence of lions, recognising the
potential negative impacts the species has
on the livelihoods of livestock farmers).

Using these figures and estimating the
average value of a lion safari at approxi-
mately US$ 80,000 then a 50% offtake (35
lions) would generate US$ 2,800,000 annu-
ally. If management costs are approximately
$150 km-2 (V. Booth, pers. comm.), then
the lion safaris alone can support 18,600
km-2 of wildlife habitat in Zimbabwe.
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Figure 6: The proportion of lions hunted that were less than 5 years of age in the three main
lion-hunting areas of Zimbabwe.

Table 2: Human and Lion Conflict (2009 - 2011) in Zimbabwe, including human mortality caused
by lion (CAMPFIRE Association, 2012)

Human-Lion Conflict

The lion is a flagship species and powerful
symbol of Africa; yet living with lions poses
hardships for many communities (e.g. Ta-
ble 2). In some areas, the lion is a major
predator on domestic livestock, inevitably
leading to conflicts with local herders. Both
sides suffer in this situation.

Outside of protected areas, the lion’s
prey base is much reduced, which results in
relatively greater chance of encountering live-

stock. Co-existence of lions with people may
be enhanced by giving value to lions through
tourism and hunting promoted in communal
lands under the Communal Area Manage-
ment Programme for Indigenous Resources
(CAMPFIRE). This hunting contributes to
the conservation of lions via the financial
revenue generated, which is ploughed back
into conservation of the resource and em-
powers local communities to invest in their
own rural development programs.
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The Bubye Valley
Conservancy

History of the Bubye Valley
Conservancy

Towards the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the Liebig’s Extract of Meat Company
(LEMCO) founded an extensive cattle ranch
in the Zimbabwean lowveld, to the detri-
ment of the indigenous wildlife that was
initially eliminated because of competition
for grazing with the livestock, as well as
a risk of disease transmission from buffalo
and wildebeest Connochaetes taurinus. As
their natural prey base became depleted,
the predators were subsequently persecuted
when they began to prey on the livestock.
Some wildlife persisted in small pockets
of remote habitat, however lion, elephant
Loxodonta africana, buffalo and rhinoceros
Diceros bicornis [black] & Ceratotherium si-
mum [white] were all completely eradicated.
A monoculture of cattle dominated the land-
scape and impacted on the environment for
the better part of a century.

Then, in 1992, Zimbabwe suffered one
of the worst droughts on record, a relatively
short time after the devastating one of 1983
that LEMCO was still trying to recover
from. The frequency and severity of the
droughts effectively reduced confidence in
the economic viability of cattle ranching in
the area, and the Bubye Valley Conservancy
was subsequently founded in 1994 with the
realisation that endemic wildlife, which are
better adapted than livestock to cope with
the local climate, could be successfully com-
mercialised (Child 1988; Bond 1993).

The conversion from cattle ranching back
to a wildlife area was neither straightfor-

ward nor cheap, requiring a significant ini-
tial investment and annual running costs.
In just 20 years of operation the Bubye Val-
ley Conservancy now protects the world’s
third largest black rhinoceros population,
one of Zimbabwe’s largest lion populations,
a large and increasing elephant population,
and abundant game.

Sport-hunting is an essential step in con-
verting areas that were previously dedicated
to livestock farming into non-consumptive
tourism areas (Child 1993), and was fun-
damental to the formation of Bubye Valley
Conservancy and allowing the wildlife pop-
ulations to recover. The Samanyanga area
of the Bubye Valley Conservancy, proba-
bly the most scenic section, was originally
set aside for non-consumptive photographic
tourism, but made an annual loss for sev-
eral years, before, largely due to Zimbabwe’s
land reform program and resultant instabil-
ity in the country, it was reverted back to
sport-hunting as the only practical and eco-
nomically viable option (K. Leathem, pers.
comm.). Sustainable sport-hunting provides
the sole economic incentive to continue op-
erating the Bubye Valley Conservancy as a
wildlife conservation area.

Bubye Valley Conservancy
Community Support

The Bubye Valley Conservancy donates over
45 tonnes of meat from sport-hunting to the
local communities each year. This meat do-
nation is worth over US$ 100,000 per year,
and the communities are free to decide how
they use it. In addition to this, the Con-
servancy also supports several schools, clin-
ics, and community projects in the three
surrounding districts of Mwenezi, Maranda
and Jopempe. The local community thus
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sees a direct benefit from the wildlife on the
Bubye Valley Conservancy, but is also em-
powered by job opportunities created both
with these special projects, as well as on the
Conservancy. A summary of the Bubye Val-
ley Conservancy community support effort
between 2011 and 2015 is provided in Table
4.

Bubye Valley Conservancy
Lion Monitoring and Manage-
ment

After originally being eradicated by cattle
ranchers in the area, 13 lions were reintro-
duced to the Bubye Valley Conservancy in
1999, and four young males broke into the
Conservancy that same year. From the orig-
inal 17 animals present in 1999, the Bubye
Valley Conservancy lion population was es-
timated at approximately 280 individuals in
2009 when robust population surveys were
initiated by a research team from the Uni-
versity of Oxford Wildlife Conservation Re-
search Unit (WildCRU), and this popula-
tion has continued to grow. Today it is
estimated that there are over 500 lions on
the Bubye Valley Conservancy (du Preez
et al. 2015). The exponentially increas-
ing Bubye Valley Conservancy lion popula-
tion currently exists at one of the highest

densities in Africa (∼0.187 lions km-2: du
Preez et al. 2015; Figure 7), greater than
that of the Serengeti, Tanzania (0.100 li-
ons km-2: Pusey and Packer 1987; Spong
2002), Selous, Tanzania (0.080 - 0.130 lions
km-2: Creel and Creel 1996, 1997), Kruger
National Park, South Africa (0.096 - 0.112
lions km-2: Mills 1995), and Hwange Na-
tional Park, Zimbabwe (0.027 lions km-2:
Loveridge et al. 2007). This equates to one
of the largest contiguous lion populations in
Zimbabwe.

Bubye Valley Conservancy
Lion Hunting
The Bubye Valley Conservancy offsets the
cost of lion predation on its wildlife via sport-
hunting of the species, and which began in
2002. In 2014, the lion hunting quota al-
located to the Bubye Valley Conservancy
by ZPWMA was 10 individuals. Based on
the fact that the entire quota was harvested
and that maximum points were scored for
each individual trophy (more than six years
in age), the allocated quota was raised to
13 lions for 2015. Only 12 out of 13 lions
were hunted in 2015 due to a late cancella-
tion; nevertheless eight lions over six years
old and four lions of five years old were har-
vested and the resultant points justifying a
quota of 15 lions for 2016.

Table 3: The Bubye Valley Conservancy annual lion hunting quota and offtake from 2002 to 2015.
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Table 4: Summary of the Bubye Valley Conservancy support to the surrounding local communities
(2011 - 2015)
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The Savé Valley
Conservancy

History of the Savé Valley
Conservancy

The Savé Valley was a wildlife-rich wilder-
ness until the early 1900’s, when the first
cattle ranching initiatives started in the area.
The establishment of Devuli Ranch and An-
gus Ranch in 1920 paved the way for seven
decades of commercial cattle ranching in the
area we know today as the Savé Valley Con-
servancy. Roads were cut, fences erected
and an everlasting ‘battle’ ensued against
the wildlife, especially against all predators.

The large predators, especially lions,
were virtually eradicated (Pole 1999). How-
ever, by the late 1980’s, declining range pro-
ductivity, depressions and droughts forced
the landowners to consider alternative op-
tions. Around that time, empirical evidence
of the competitive advantage of wildlife over
livestock began to emerge (Child 1988; Bond
1993), especially in arid areas (Jansen et al
1992; Cumming 1993), and wildlife was fi-
nally given serious consideration as a viable
land use option.

In 1989, a proposal was drawn up (du
Toit 1989) to turn what was then the Sabi
Valley Intensive Conservation Area into a
wildlife conservancy. The plan was to create
a single large wildlife area, especially for the
re-establishment of endangered species and
overexploited species, with cattle remaining
the primary income generator. The Savé
Valley Conservancy was constitutionally in-
augurated in June 1991, and following the
severe 1991/1992 drought, wildlife ranching
became the primary land-use. At the time
this was the largest private wildlife conser-

vancy in the world (3,410 km2).

The conservancy members then re-
stocked the wildlife, removed all internal
fencing, erected a common perimeter fence
and developed effective security systems.
A double, electrified, veterinary-approved
fence was completed in 1995, and the fol-
lowing decade saw a massive investment in
wildlife re-stocking and security systems.

Sport-hunting was essential for the suc-
cessful transition of the conservancy from
cattle to wildlife. During the early years,
wildlife densities were low, resulting in poor
potential for ecotourism, and hunting gener-
ated the income needed to erect the fence,
re-stock game, and improve security, espe-
cially because of the significant numbers of
black rhinoceros now found there. Gradu-
ally, some of the ranchers shifted more into
ecotourism. One property, Senuko Ranch,
completed a 16 bed up-market lodge with a
view of marketing non-consumptive safaris,
offering game drives and bush walks and spe-
cializing in rhino walks and African wild dog
Lycaon pictus den visits. Lodge occupancy
rose from 0% in 1996 to 62% by the end of
1999.

However, the Zimbabwean land reform
program, which was initiated in February
2000, soon made a strong negative impres-
sion in the international community, and
resulted in travel bans and warning from
most of Zimbabwe’s source markets. This,
together with the political instability meant
that the wildlife industry and ecotourism
industry collapsed over-night: sport-hunting
became the only economically viable land
use option, and has remained the only tangi-
ble source of income to the landowners of the
Savé Valley Conservancy. In the case of the
Senuko Lodge, for example, the land reform
program resulted in a 98% cancellation of
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the confirmed bookings. After four years of
seeking alternative markets, the lodge could
achieve no higher than 17% occupancy, and
in 2005 moved back into a hunting-based
operation.

A more direct impact of the land re-
form program for the Savé Valley Conser-
vancy was the loss of 33% of the area of the
conservancy to invading subsistence farmers
(Lindsey et al 2008). The loss of land was
catastrophic and the related pressure from
wire snare poaching was extreme. In the fol-
lowing eight years (2001 to 2009), 10,520 ille-
gal hunting incidences were recorded, 84,396
wire snares were removed and at least 6,454
wild animals killed (Lindsey et al. 2011).

Savé Valley Conservancy
Community Support and
Anti-Poaching

In 2012, conservancy members provided over
US$ 100,000 worth of support to adjacent
villages or farmers in the resettled areas.
Assistance included drilling boreholes, main-
taining boreholes, dredging of dams, assist-
ing with building projects in clinics and
schools, assisting with repairs, maintenance
and materials at schools, education initia-
tives, school field trips, provision of com-
puter equipment in schools, craft programs
and regular donations of meat.

Moreover, the conservancy recently en-
tered into a mutually dependent agreement
with the Chiefs representing the communi-
ties surrounding the Savé Valley Conser-
vancy. The agreement links the commu-
nities to the Natural Resource Utilisation
that occurs through the business operation
of the conservancy and opens up opportu-
nities for the local indigenous populations
to share in any wealth creation. This agree-

ment strengthens relations between the con-
servancy and the surrounding local commu-
nities and creates an environment that helps
to protect, conserve and sustain the natural
assets of the area. The hunting tourism of
the conservancy is currently the only form
of income by which the surrounding com-
munities can benefit. Revenues from trophy
lion hunting constitute a significant portion
of inflow and thus an important part of the
community benefits. Any reduction would
seriously jeopardise the growth of this in-
fant positive relationship and community
empowerment initiative.

The Savé Valley Conservancy is thus pi-
oneering private-community partnerships in
Zimbabwe, and trade restrictions on lion tro-
phies will indirectly adversely affect these
already seriously impoverished communities
through a reduction in available income to
share with communities. This is very likely
to have a knock on impact on the lions them-
selves with a significantly reduced tolerance
and an increase in retaliatory poisoning of
lions for livestock predation. Without a
demonstration of income from lions, the po-
litical pressure from the surrounding commu-
nities to remove them from the conservancy
altogether will be a challenge to resist.

Savé Valley Conservancy
Lion Monitoring and Manage-
ment

After the Conservancy was formed, and per-
secution stopped, lions, mainly males, recol-
onized the area and their numbers started
to increase in the late 1990’s / early 2000’s.
Few lionesses were observed until 2003, when
small family groups and male-female pairs
were seen, and by 2004 - 2005 there were
some reports of cubs. During this period 13
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lions were also reintroduced into the Savé
Valley Conservancy. After an initial lag
phase the lion population on the Savé Valley
Conservancy has increased dramatically and
at present is growing exponentially (Figure
8; Groom and Watermeyer 2015).

Monitoring of the lion population be-
gan in 1999 (Pole 1999) with track index
or call-up surveys being conducted sporad-
ically until 2006. From 2007 to present,
annual conservancy-wide track index sur-
veys have been conducted using a standard-
ized methodology (Groom and Watermeyer
2015). The resulting population estimates
were verified in 2011 by a baited lion call-up
survey and a collation of managers’ esti-
mates, all of which provided similar results.

Prey availability models (Hayward et al.
2007) suggest that the carrying capacity for
the lion population in the Savé Valley Con-
servancy is approximately 271 lions. The
population estimate for 2015 was 284 lions,
suggesting lions have reached their ecological
carrying capacity, even whilst being respon-
sibly hunted.

A professional lion management plan was
commissioned by the conservancy in 2011
(Funston 2011), to provide the Savé Valley
Conservancy members with a science-based

plan to help them ethically and sustainably
manage their lion population. This plan
specifically advocates the use of hunting as
a conservation management tool. It also
demonstrates willingness by the conservancy
to guide their lion management based on sci-
ence and advice from professionals.

Savé Valley Conservancy
Lion Hunting
Lions have been hunted in the Savé Val-
ley Conservancy since 2002, although that
was largely for removal of problem animals.
Hunting began properly in 2005 with quotas
increasing annually to a maximum of seven
per year from 2009 onwards (Table 5), with
the quota being raised to ten for 2016 based
on trophy ages.

Despite offtakes of lions through sport-
hunting, the lion population has continued
to increase in the Conservancy. The revenue
generated from hunting lions has enabled
landowners to invest in proper land manage-
ment, anti-poaching, water provision and
fence maintenance, all of which benefit the
lion population (especially as lions seem to
be vulnerable to being caught in wire snares;
Becker et al 2013; R. Groom, pers. obs.).

Table 5: The Savé Valley Conservancy annual lion hunting quota and offtake from 2002 to 2015.
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Sport-hunting of lions brings consider-
able revenue to the Conservancy, revenue
that is vital for the continued functioning of
the area for wildlife conservation. Without
the costs of lions being offset by the income

from sport-hunting, landowners cannot rea-
sonably be expected to tolerate such high
lion densities, and their numbers would have
to be reduced significantly.
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Figure 8: The Savé Valley Conservancy lion population, like that of the Bubye Valley Conservancy,
has grown exponentially. Points indicate estimated lion abundance calculated from field
surveys; the line represents the exponential growth curve.
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The Pros and Cons of
Conserving Lions

The saturation of lions in wildlife areas on
both state and private land is positive for
their future conservation security; but it
is also critical to that of incidentally con-
served endangered species, such as both
species of rhinoceros on private wildlife con-
servancies in Zimbabwe (Lindsey et al. 2009;
Suzuki 2001), which benefit from the same
resources and protection that are incen-
tivised and provided by the revenue gener-
ated from sport-hunting. The Bubye Valley
Conservancy now boasts the world’s third
largest black rhinoceros population (N. An-
derson [Lowveld Rhino Trust], pers. comm.),
which is classified as Key 1 by the African
Rhino Specialist Group and means that this
population is considered key to the overall
survival of the species. The Savé Valley
Conservancy has the second largest black
rhinoceros population in Zimbabwe after
Bubye. These are not coincidences. These
rhinoceros (and other endangered species,
such as wild dog) strongholds are the result
of the incidental conservation benefits de-
rived entirely from sport-hunting activities -
there are no photographic tourists visiting ei-
ther the Bubye Valley or Savé Valley Conser-
vancies, and the rhinoceros are not hunted.
Having rhinoceros on the land therefore gen-
erates no revenue - and in fact there is a
significant cost associated with protecting
these animals; US$ 590,000 (not including
incentive and reward bonuses donated for
these purposes) was spent on anti-poaching
by the Bubye Valley Conservancy during
2015 (K. Leathem, pers. comm.), and US$
546,000 is spent annually on anti-poaching
by the Savé Valley Conservancy (Lindsey et
al. 2012). This expense is covered mainly

by the revenue generated by sport-hunting
with additional donations from the clients;
and most importantly, the habitat for the
rhinoceros is preserved by maintaining the
land as a conservation area, as opposed to
converting it into agricultural or grazing
land for example.

However, the high densities of lion popu-
lations achieved within commercial wildlife
areas have the potential for intense in-
traguild persecution. Lions are aggressively
competitive, and research on the relation-
ship between lions and leopards has shown
that high densities of lions can negatively
affect leopard population density, demo-
graphic structure, cub survival, and spatial
ecology down to even the step-wise deci-
sions that leopards make regarding habitat
use and behaviour based on both the actual
and potential risk of encountering lions (du
Preez 2014; du Preez 2015). Leopards are a
generalist species that are able to cope with
persecution by adapting their behaviour and
ecological niche, and even they suffer under
a burgeoning lion population; ecological spe-
cialists and endangered species, such as chee-
tah Acinonyx jubatus and wild dog, do not
fare nearly as well under such intense com-
petitive pressure. In fact, competition with
lions has been directly linked to reductions
in cheetah (e.g. Durant 1998, 2000; Lau-
renson 1995) and wild dog (e.g. Creel 2001;
Creel and Creel 1996; Vucetich and Creel
1999) densities, both of which face local ex-
tinction where lion abundance, and the re-
spective level of persecution, is high. Exces-
sive lion densities may also result in popula-
tion declines of ungulate prey (e.g. Wegge et
al. 2009). It is vital to holistic conservation
that wildlife managers can understand and
deal with the level of impact that lions ex-
ert on other species; particularly those that
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Where the Money Goes:
The Finances of Lion Sport-Hunting

and Reinvestment in their Conservation

Break-down of the finances involved in a typical lion hunt on the Bubye Valley Conservancy:

Lion Trophy fee: US$ 42,000
Lion Hunt Daily rate: US$ 2,950 day-1

(Minimum lion hunt duration: 18 days [total daily rate of US$ 53,100 lion hunt-1])

Additional costs include:
ZPWMA scout
Observers
Bait used
Other trophy species taken during the lion hunt, etc.

[These additional costs average approximately US$ 6,500 lion hunt-1]

Bubye Valley Conservancy - Lion Sport-Hunting Revenue Generated (2015):

((18 days × 2,950 day-1) + 42,000 trophy fee + 6,500 additional costs) × 12 lions

= US$ 1,219,200

Lion sport-hunting therefore represents approximately 33.9% of the Bubye Valley Conser-
vancy’s total annual revenue generation (which includes post-hunt meat and hide sales).

All of the revenue generated from lion sport-hunting on the Bubye Valley Conservancy has
gone back into the running costs of the Conservancy, which is all part of conservation, and
which includes: anti-poaching and fence monitoring and maintenance (approximately US$
506,000 year-1), research (approximately US$ 34,700 year-1 not including client and sponsor
donations), and community support assistance (approximately US$ 210,000 year-1).

[No profit after costs has been declared, nor dividends taken by shareholders, since the
Bubye Valley Conservancy was formed in 1994. All revenue generated to date has been spent
on running costs, improvements and restocking.]
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Discussion

Here we have shown that since their rein-
troduction after historical eradication, both
the Bubye Valley and Savé Valley Conser-
vancies’ lion populations have increased ex-
ponentially - not despite sport-hunting, but
because of sport-hunting and the incentive
it provides for protection.

The success of the Bubye Valley and Savé
Valley Conservancies, in terms of both of
their hunted lion and non-hunted rhinoceros
populations, may also provide the motiva-
tion for other areas in the country to sustain-
ably manage their wildlife resource. A case
in point is the Nuanetsi Ranch, a wildlife
area that is also a legacy of failed cattle
ranching, located almost directly between
the Bubye Valley and Savé Valley Conser-
vancies in Zimbabwe (Figure 3). At present
there is a single lion on the Nuanetsi Ranch
but management is not able to justify intro-
ducing more due to the current uncertainty
over the future of lion hunting (B. Lees-
May [Nuanetsi Ranch Conservator], pers.
comm.). The Nuanetsi Ranch is a wildlife
area of 1,489 km2, and could conceivably
sustainably hold between 201 and 278 li-
ons (based on the most recently estimated
lion densities of the Savé Valley [0.135 lions
km-2; Groom and Watermeyer 2015]; and
Bubye Valley [0.187 lions km-2; du Preez et
al. 2015] Conservancies respectively). How-
ever, the Nuanetsi Ranch has invested in
building up an abundant wildlife population,
which is sport-hunted, and the management
will not risk losing a significant amount of
valuable game, that could otherwise be sold
as trophies or meat, to a species from which
it can not recuperate lost revenue, and in-
stead that requires further investment in
control measures (B. Lees-May [Nuanetsi

Ranch Conservator], pers. comm.).

Between 2005 and 2015 the United
States market has represented 70.4% of the
total Zimbabwean lion sport-hunting indus-
try (http://trade.cites.org/en/cites_trade/
[accessed 2015-01-19]), though in reality it
constituted over 90% for both the Bubye
Valley and Savé Valley Conservancies. If
this market was effectively lost due an in-
ability of prospective clients to import their
trophies, based on the economics involved
it would become unviable to continue man-
aging the Bubye Valley Conservancy as a
wildlife area in its current form, and lions
would either have to be re-exterminated, or
at least severely reduced via culling; or else
what is the largest privately owned wildlife
area in the world would be converted back
into a cattle ranching area (K. Leathem,
pers. comm.). This is the reality of any
business, in that it needs to cover costs and
pay staff and cannot run at a loss for lux-
ury of conservation. Child (1993) states
“A refusal to treat wildlife in the same way
as other resources and maintenance of cen-
tralised protectionist management prejudices
its survival. Only by raising its commer-
cial value will wildlife be able to compete for
space on the scarce African landscape. Trade
bans which detract from wildlife’s commer-
cial value prejudice its chances of survival
in the long term”.

Although the USFWS understandably
categorises lion conservation by country for
simplicity, rather than individual properties,
the Bubye Valley and Savé Valley Conser-
vancies currently and deservedly hunt more
than a third of the total Zimbabwean lion
quota between them. Here we have shown
that this sport-hunting does not negatively
affect the lion population, which remains in
positive growth despite off-take. In addition
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to this, other areas, such as the Nuanetsi
Ranch, could be incentivised to invest in
lion conservation if the ability to sustainably
utilise the lions as a resource was guaran-
teed.

The USFWS identified five primary fac-
tors that threaten lion survival in the wild,
namely: habitat loss; loss of prey; retal-
iatory killing due to increased human-lion
conflicts; inadequate regulatory mechanisms;
and weak management of protected areas
(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-
do/lion.html [accessed 2015-01-19]). Each
and every point on this list, which notably
does not include sport-hunting, supports
the fact that incentivising tolerance for lions
through sustainable use would enhance the
species’ overall survival.

As responsible conservationists, we are
not arguing against tight regulation of sport-
hunting, especially with regard to sensitive
species such as lions, and we support the
need for transparency and accountability
within the industry. However, this reform
is a process being driven from within, as
any indiscretion is an affront on all stake-
holders. For example, long-term lion mon-
itoring by WildCRU in Hwange National
Park (HNP), Matabeleland North, Zim-
babwe, documented a ‘vacuum effect’ and
reduction in male lion density in the Park as
a result of sport-hunting in the surrounding
areas (Loveridge et al. 2007). A result of
this research was the recommendation that
ZPWMA implement a hunting moratorium
in western Zimbabwe, which was accepted
and enforced from 2005 to 2008 (Davidson
2009). Subsequent monitoring of the HNP
lion population showed that the perturba-
tion effects caused by sport-hunting were

reversed during the moratorium, and sport-
hunting was reinstated at a reduced, more
sustainable quota (Davidson 2009). This
example demonstrates both the relationship
between independent researchers and ZP-
WMA, and that the research assists ZP-
WMA in robust decision making. This study
has also shown that the lion population was
able to recover quickly, and that a blanket-
ban would have been as unnecessary as it
would have been detrimental to overall lion
conservation in the country.

In addition to the self-imposed hunt-
ing moratorium in the Matabeleland North
district, Zimbabwe has voluntarily stopped
sport-hunting of any lioness. The fixed-
quota concept, in which hunting quotas had
to be paid for upfront before the hunting
season even began, and which was resul-
tantly attributed to poor quality trophies
and young animals being hunted, has also
been abandoned. The adaptive quota man-
agement system for lion hunting based on
the ages of lions hunted has been accepted
and embraced by all stakeholders. This
adaptive quota management system has not
only led to a reduced national lion hunting
quota, but has also resulted in a significant
increase in the age of harvested lions to a
level that is considered to have minimal eco-
logical impact, being old individuals that
are no longer contributing to the gene pool
nor protecting cubs.

The IUCN Red List lion conservation
status has remained unchanged for 20 years
even in the face of Africa’s ever-changing
landscape. Despite fears that lion abun-
dance is decreasing overall, in southern
Africa it is in fact increasing (Bauer et al.
2015b).
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Conclusion

Given the evidence presented, the arguments
against sport-hunting would appear to be
based more in emotion than logic and real-
ity (e.g. Lindsey et al. 2015). Conservation,
however, is not about individuals within pop-
ulations, but the overall populations them-
selves. Sustainable sport-hunting of lions is
just that: sustainable - and ironically, with-
out it, the lions themselves become unsus-
tainable. Conservation objectives need to
be balanced with both social and economic
factors if they are to be achieved.

The USFWS states “Well-managed
conservation programs use trophy hunt-
ing revenues to sustain lion conserva-
tion, research and anti-poaching activi-
tie” (http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-
we-do/lion.html [accessed 2015-01-19]). The
Bubye Valley and Savé Valley Conservan-

cies both fully meet each one of these condi-
tions: clearly contributing to lion conserva-
tion in Zimbabwe; having long-term conser-
vation research programs; and self-funded
anti-poaching units.

The histories regarding the formation
of both the Bubye Valley and Savé Valley
Conservancies were both presented in this
report, despite being remarkably similar; the
point being that lion conservation in both
areas, and many others, has the same fate ei-
ther way. The Bubye Valley and Savé Valley
Conservancies are both excellent examples
of focussed and determined efforts to make
wildlife based land use viable in an other-
wise cattle dominated landscape. However,
the fact remains that the cost of having
lions, both ecologically and financially, is
high. Simply increasing the abundance of
one species at the expense of another cannot
be considered a conservation success.
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Keynote address  
 
The evening before the start of the workshop, Tom Milliken from TRAFFIC gave an address 
on the global situation for elephants and the illegal ivory trade.  After providing an overview 
of the two CITES monitoring systems - MIKE (Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants) 
and ETIS (Elephant Trade Information System), Tom then outlined their key results.  Both 
poaching and the illegal ivory trade had peaked from 2011-2013, and indications were that 
these levels were remaining unsustainably high.  While Zimbabwe had made a number of 
seizures, which were recorded in ETIS, an equal number of seizures had been made 
outside of Zimbabwe, but which implicated the country (i.e. seized outside of Zimbabwe, but 
indicating that the shipment had originated from or passed through the country). Tom 
clarified that the seizures made only represented an unknown percentage of the overall 
movement of illegal ivory, and noted that the recent elephant survey results likely meant a 
loss of a large number of elephants from the Zambezi Valley since 2006, which apparently 
had not been captured in the ETIS data.  Tom also gave an overview of shifting strategies 
to engage in the illegal wildlife trade, such as moving shipments through Asian transit 
countries to reduce likelihood of detection in Chinese ports.  Finally, Tom responded to a 
number of questions from the group.  
 
Welcome and opening remarks 
 
The Director General for the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority 
(ZPWMA), Edson Chidziya, opened the meeting. He thanked the hosts, the Chair, the 
committee and the delegates and welcomed all the participants.  He noted that Mana Pools 
National Park (MPNP) cannot operate as an island in a sea of poaching and poverty. As a 
part of a trans-frontier conservation area, a World Heritage site, and a biosphere reserve, 
MPNP is a flagship site and a world-renowned tourist attraction.  He noted that the purpose 
of the workshop was to develop effective protection strategies, based on resource 
mobilization and collaboration, and coordination of stakeholders, at a time when the illegal 
wildlife trade is threatening hard-won conservation gains.  He recalled the extinction of 
rhinos in the Zambezi Valley and called on participants to define strategies to ensure that 
other species are not lost.  He noted that ZPWMA had not been spared from the 
macroeconomic situation facing Zimbabwe and faced serious resource constraints. Despite 
this, ZPWMA continues to work closely with other national law enforcement agencies under 
a 5-year strategic plan.  He closed by noting that all these strategies required the 
engagement of diverse stakeholders and welcomed the participation of NGOs and the 
private sector, wishing the group successful deliberations.  
 
Introductions 
 
The meeting participants introduced themselves.  A full participant list is available in Annex 
I to this report.  
 
Background to the workshop 
 
Richard Maasdorp from the Zambezi Society provided a short background to the workshop.  
He noted that the participants in the workshop have a great diversity of skills and the hope 
was that those skills could be centred around a common vision.  He encouraged the group 
to recognize that we were talking about an unsurpassed stretch of wilderness, which could 
be sustained for the future of Zimbabwe, forever.  He also mentioned the hope that a 
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collaborative body could help to support the implementation of any action plan identified in 
this workshop.  
 
Objectives and purpose of the workshop 
 
The facilitator, David Cumming, introduced the agenda (see Annex II) and aims of the 
Workshop.  As indicated in the invitation “The primary goal of the workshop is to undertake 
detailed stakeholder and problem analyses from which a set of solutions and associated 
objectives can be developed leading to an action plan for implementation.” He referred to 
the national elephant management planning process, which had been initiated in December 
2014, and the national “Outline of Strategic Elephant Policy and Management Framework” 
which was included in the workshop documentation (See Annex VII).  The framework 
provided for the development of four sub-regional management plans of which the Lower 
Zambezi Valley was one. The key activities within the national plan would form outputs at 
the regional and local level with a focus on key activities to achieve effective protection and 
law enforcement. He noted that monitoring for adaptive management was central.  The 
geographical focus of the meeting was confirmed to be MPNP, the outcomes of which 
would build towards a regional plan for the larger Lower Zambezi landscape.  
 
Law enforcement and anti-poaching in Mana Pools 
 
The Area Manager for MPNP, Marvellous Mbikiyana, gave a presentation on law 
enforcement and anti-poaching in MPNP.  He noted that the Park, which is 2,196 square 
kilometres, is a World Heritage Site in the centre of a network of protected areas in 
Zimbabwe which stretch from Kariba to the Mozambique border.  Much of the bank on the 
Zambian side of the river is also protected.  
 
While the ideal staffing level for rangers is 110 for the Park, 75 have been approved, and 
only 38 are on site. Of the 38 on site, only 13 are deployable at any one time, due to a 
number of other commitments, such as driving duties, serving in the front office, and so on. 
Enforcement activities consist of regular patrols along the shoreline, boat patrols, and 
extended patrols into the hinterland. Patrols also respond to specific incidents where 
possible.  
 
Poaching in the Park usually targets big game, and uses guns, snares and poisons.  
Poachers are both local and foreign, and most poaching occurs in the escarpment area. 
There are a number of known poaching hotspots, mostly around permanent water.  These 
include the Kanga / Mafuku, Chiuye / Rukometchi, Nyamahwani / Kasawe / Man’ain’ai, 
Mazunga / Sore Sore / Matrench, and Chitake areas.  
 
Local poachers tend to enter MPNP from Southern boundaries via rivers such as 
Mashayenyi, Rukometchi, Chiuye (through the gorge), Chitake and Chewore.  Foreign 
poachers tend to use Nyakasanga river mouth to enter and exit the Park. These hotspots 
and entry and exit points need constant monitoring.  Poachers tend to move in groups of 4-
8, with at least two being armed (one with either a .458 rifle or .375 rifle and another one 
with an assault rifle in most cases an AK47 rifle). They carry enough food to last for almost 
one month, and in some cases they carry GPS systems to enable them to locate ivory 
caches and to retrace their route.  Poachers also sometimes pretend to be mad and walk 
along main roads in order to undertake reconnaissance missions. Poaching and law 
enforcement statistics from 2009 to 2014 were presented.  The statistics showed a low 
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number of poached animals and contacts. This may be a function of low patrol coverage 
and monitoring frequency.   
 
An equipment inventory was presented.  There are a number of key needs, such as 
vehicles, boats, and rifles.  The Tashinga Initiative was thanked for its assistance in 
improving the radio infrastructure.  
 
A number of strategies were proposed, including: aerial surveillance, night surveillance, 
strengthen intelligence gathering, extension work coordinated at station level, manning 
areas threatened by poisoning, mobile patrols, provision of dry ration packs to enhance 
quick reaction patrols, increasing the number of actionable rangers, monitoring of 
Nyakasanga mouth, liaison with other stations on movements, location and detection of 
poachers.  Longer-term strategies included: establishment of tourist camp / semi permanent 
base at Mazunga or Nyamahwani pan, employment of required station ranger 
establishment, use of UAVs, construction of bridges at key crossing points.   
 
Finally, Marvellous provided constraints and limitations, which included shortage of 
resources and equipment, low manpower levels, poor state of roads, and inadequate 
communication equipment.  
 
There were a number of points of discussion and clarification following the presentation: 

- Most of the poached elephants were bulls.   
- Other species that are targeted are buffalo, usually by snare. 
- Poisoning is mainly by cyanide and does not seem to have impacted vulture 

populations through secondary poisoning.  
- There is intent to exchange information with Zambian counterparts, but to date this 

has not happened effectively. 
- Prosecutions are tracked.  Where poachers were caught with ivory, they are 

receiving high sentences. Where poachers are caught with no ivory, they usually are 
charged with illegal entry.  

- Ivory is moving within Zimbabwe (if local poachers) and across to Zambia (if 
Zambian poachers).  

 
Ranger patrols and monitoring in Chewore 
 
Simba Sandram, the Area Manager for Chewore, gave a presentation on ranger patrols and 
monitoring. Firstly he reminded participants of the Vision and Mission Statement of 
ZPWMA, as well as the legal framework regulating wildlife in Zimbabwe.  
 
In Chewore / Dande, day or local reconnaissance, extended clandestine, reaction/contact, 
strategic and roadblock patrols are operated. Day and local reconnaissance patrols are 
intended to gather information on vegetation, wildlife and illegal activity. A minimum of three 
rangers are deployed for a duration of less than a day long from the station administration 
office, either on foot or by boat, vehicle, or plane. 
 
Extended clandestine patrols are aimed at widening ground coverage, to gather more 
detailed information on the terrain, local populations and poaching indicators. Movement is 
slower and patrolling can be done from a temporary base (hide) or the patrol team can 
move from one lay-up site to the next and sleep where they are at the time. A minimum of 
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three rangers is recommended for 7-14 nights and rangers are informed at least a day 
before deployment (although the route is not disclosed until rangers are en route).  
 
Reaction (contact) patrols are carried out based on reliable intelligence that contact will be 
made with poachers. Rangers go out well armed and in strength and contingency plans are 
put in place to evacuate and treat possible casualties. The patrol is carried out in less than 
three days and the patrol team reacts within 30 minutes upon receiving the information.  
 
Strategic patrols are carried out with partially or reliable information from informers, 
investigation team or past trends. Patrols are conducted either during the day or overnight 
and usually takes less than five days. 
 
Joint patrols are planned operations based on situations that may have arisen, and are 
usually conducted with other law enforcement agencies e.g. ZRP, ZNA, CIO, etc.  The 
patrol team is briefed in advance and the period of operation is determined by the outcome. 
 
The patrol execution process includes strategic planning, briefing, deployment/execution, 
debriefing, data storage, and data analysis.  Simba provided examples of forms for patrol 
briefing, MIKE elephant carcasses, and ground patrol data. He provided details on elephant 
mortalities in the area from 2009-2014.  
 
Data are managed through SMART (Spatial Monitoring And Reporting Tool), which takes 
data and turns it into information that can be used to make decisions about park 
management activities. These data are managed through a quality assurance process and 
help conservation areas to adapt to changing threats.  Finally SMART allows you to track 
and manage your law enforcement effort.  
 
There were a number of points of discussion and clarification following the presentation: 

- The use of cell phones on patrol is generally not encouraged, and only allowed 
where necessary.  Cell phones used are personal cell phones. It was suggested that 
official cell phones may be necessary.   

- Strong collaboration with stakeholders is necessary. It was acknowledged that 
cooperation between ZPWMA and private sector operators was crucial for anti-
poaching efforts. Both photographic operators in MPNP, as well as safari operators 
throughout the Lower Zambezi Valley were providing fuel, transport, helicopter and 
other aerial assistance towards anti-poaching efforts.  

- Rangers are monitored through reporting at certain times of the day.  
- In 2014, 24 offenders were taken to court – some are finalized, some still pending.  
- Delays in rapid patrol deployment are due to the need to have weapons and rations 

ready to go.   
- Compliance with mining and forestry laws can also help with prosecutions.  

 
Stakeholder analysis 
 
A stakeholder analysis was undertaken via a card exercise to identify the key stakeholders 
and actors and the links between them.   
 
Annex III outlines the results of the stakeholder analysis. Key linkages were identified: 

- between ZPWMA and consumptive and non-consumptive operators (strong in some 
areas but could be strengthened); 
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- between ZPWMA and ZRP; 
- between ZRP and the judiciary (could be strengthened); 
- between ZPWMA and researchers (could be strengthened); and 
- between ZPWMA & provincial JOC. 

 
Key discussion points  

- Are there formal lines of communication between different stakeholders, or are these 
ad hoc?  

- The proposed Lower Zambezi Valley Collaborative Group could provide a funding 
and communication mechanism to support implementation.   

- Lower Zambezi Tour Operators Association (LZTOA) could serve as the main 
stakeholder to bring operators and NGOs to the table.  

- How will communications and funding be dealt with?  
- If ZPWMA is the core (regional office), it needs to interact with NGOs, the private 

sector, communities, and other government agencies. 
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Problem Analysis 
 
A detailed problem analysis was undertaken.  During an initial plenary session using cards, 
a number of key problems were identified, which are available in Annex IV. The participants 
then moved into working groups to undertake a more detailed problem analysis. The 
detailed reports of these working groups are available in Annex V. A synthesis of the 
problem analysis was prepared and refined in plenary.   
 

 
 
Fig. 1 Cause-effect diagramme to illustrate the main linkages and feed back loops (dashed 
lines) between funding, inadequate law enforcement, increased poaching and reduced 
wildlife populations.  The four components in the central box formed the focus for four 
working groups to undertake more detailed problem analyses.  The working group reports 
were then combined and examined in plenary to produce the Action Plan below.  
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Draft Mana Pools National Park Anti-Poaching Action Plan  
 
The plan includes four main components:   

1. Law enforcement  
2. Infrastructure, equipment and access 
3. Monitoring and data analysis for adaptive management 
4. Stakeholder collaboration 

 
1. Law enforcement 
 

Output Activities Key Performance 
Indicator 

Means of 
verification 

Timeframe  Indicative 
costs 

Lead 
Agency 

1.1 Informer 
network, 
investigation 
and Intelligence 
system 
established 

- Recruit informers and 
contacts 

- Recruit investigators and 
deploy strategically 

- Train investigators 
- Set up anonymous 

whistleblowing system 
(through hotline) 

- Carry out awareness 
campaign within 
communities on value of 
conservation and how to 
report illegal activity (to 
stimulate social 
enforcement) 

- Establish intelligence 
database 

- liaise with existing 
successful anti-poaching 
units in the Zambezi Valley 
(e.g. DAPU) 

- Number of arrests based 
on information from 
intelligence system 

- Number of calls to 
whistle blowing system 
that result in effective 
follow up 

- Number of incursions 
reported on / reacted to 
by local communities 

- Validation of informer 
record 

- Records and reports of 
training session 

- Whistle-blower system 
reports 

- Records / reports 

Incremental set up over 
1 year, then on going 

Staff salaries 
Transport 
Rewards and 
payments to 
informers 
Telecommunications 
costs 
 
(Malilangwe, MAPP,  
Bubye Valley 
Conservancy, LRT, 
Gonarezhou, and 
hunting safari 
operators could help 
with budget 
numbers.  

ZPWMA 

1.2 Well 
equipped, 
trained and fully 
operational units 
in place 
 
 

- Carry out an assessment / 
audit of current capacity, 
prioritise needs and 
mobilize resources to fill 
gaps  

- Recruit and train field 
rangers and research staff  

- Explore the Gonarezhou 
model for NGO 

- Recruited and trained 
rangers and research 
staff operating 

- Number of units 
operating 

- Manpower strength, 
e.g. how many 
rangers, researchers, 
etc. 

- HR records Assessment within six 
months 
 
On going 

 ZPWMA / 
consultant 
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Output Activities Key Performance 
Indicator 

Means of 
verification 

Timeframe  Indicative 
costs 

Lead 
Agency 

employment of cadet 
rangers 

- Conduct frequent 
retraining 

1.3 Patrols 
strengthened 

- Establish effective 
patrolling force of 40 
deployable rangers 
(exclusive of those on 
other duties or on leave) 

- Establish (or review?) 
Standard Operating 
Procedures 

- Establish regular training 
and retraining schedule 

- Establish well-equipped 
reaction teams  

- Re-examine the practice of 
appointing Honorary 
Officers.  
 

- Number of deployable 
(including equipment) 
rangers at any one time 
(standard = 40) 

- Total man days spent on 
patrol  

- Standard Operating 
Procedures in Place  

- Number of training and 
retraining sessions 
carried out 

- Areas of Park patrolled 
each month (related to 
threat) 

- Reaction time to 
incidents 

- Monthly reports 
- Subsistence claims 

SOPs to be established 
within 3 months.  
 
Staffing to be 
established within 6 
months.  
 
Then on going 

Salaries 
Equipment 
Vehicles etc.  

ZPWMA 

1.4 Crime scene 
investigations 
improved 

- Establish Standard 
Operating Procedures (to 
include guidelines on 
collaboration with ZRP, 
EMA, etc., evidence 
gathering) 

- Identify gaps (e.g. ballistics 
and forensics) and solicit 
external expertise 

- Establish regular training 
and retraining schedule  

- Procure / hire specialized 
equipment 

- Number of arrests 
leading to prosecution 

- Number of successful 
prosecutions 

- Reports / records 

- Exhibit register 
- Court records 
- Reports 

SOPs to be established 
within 3 months.  
 
On going 

Training costs 
Expert costs 
Specialized 
equipment 

ZPWMA 
ZRP 
Tikki 
Hywood 
Trust 

1.5 
Prosecutions 
effectively 
supported 

- Undertake appropriate 
processes for laying 
charges and preparing 
information for prosecution 
(Draft the most appropriate 
charge(s) and outline of 
state case, Secure 
exhibits, Peruse crime 
docket, Summon 
witnesses to court, Re-

- Number of poachers 
arrested during the year 

- Number given bail 
- Number convicted 
- Number given jail 

sentences 
- Number given mandatory 

sentences 
- Record of ZPWMA Legal 

Services involvement in 

- Records Substantive charge 
must be laid within 48 
hours 
 
Awareness programme 
within one year, then on 
going 

Training workshops ZRP 
Judiciary 
ZPWMA 
Tikki 
Hywood 
Trust (?) 
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Output Activities Key Performance 
Indicator 

Means of 
verification 

Timeframe  Indicative 
costs 

Lead 
Agency 

interview witnesses, 
Prepare pre-trial questions 
for state witnesses, Liaise 
with the investigation 
officer, Follow up) [include 
in SOPs in clear detail] 

- Build awareness on wildlife 
crime issues - prosecutors 
and magistrates 

- ZPWMA Legal Services 
liaise with Prosecution 

- Distribute Hywood Trust 
booklet to staff involved.  

prosecution processes 

1.6 Joint 
operations 
(national and 
cross-border) 
established 

- Convene joint meetings of 
law enforcement agencies  

- Conduct awareness 
campaigns for other law 
enforcement agencies 

- Agree on operational order 
/ SOPs (including 
information sharing) 

- Conduct joint operations 

- Number of meetings held 
per year 

- Number of successes 
from shared information  

- Number of joint 
operations leading to 
arrests and prosecutions 

-  

- Minutes 
- Joint operation reports 
- Records 
- Manpower involved (by 

agency) 

Meetings: Quarterly 
(national) and Monthly 
(cross-border)  
 
On going 

Meeting costs 
(travel, etc.) 
Operational costs 

ZRP 
ZPWMA 

ZNA 

1.7 SOPs for all 
operations 
established 

- Revised and adapted in 
the light of on going 
operations.  Can include: 

- Training 
- Stop and search 
- Deployment 
- Aerial surveillance 
- Use of modern technology 
- Random testing for 

poisons 
- Infiltrate known poaching 

rings 
 

- Number of training 
sessions 

- Number of arrests, 
recoveries, stop & 
searches conducted 

- Number of deployments 
- Number of flights and 

quantity of flight hours 
- Availability of gadgets 

etc.  
- Number of tests 

conducted 
- Number of poaching 

rings infiltrated 
- Profile of poachers 
- Number of forward bases 

and teams 

- Training reports 
- Report 
- Inventory 
- Records 

On going 
Aerial – fortnightly 
Establishment of well-
equipped reaction team 
– within 6 months 

 ZPWMA 
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2. Infrastructure, equipment and access 
 

Output Activities Key Performance 
Indicator 

Means of 
verification 

Timeframe  Indicative 
costs 

Lead 
Agency 

2.1 Main access road 
to Mana improved (31 
km Chimutsi to 
Nyakisakana and 45 
km Nyakisakana to 
Mana HQ).   

- Rebuild the 31 km 
section (gate to gate) 
followed by annual 
grading 

- Regravel the 45 km 
section (gate to HQ) 
followed by annual 
grading 

- Until rebuild and 
regravel happen, 
grading is required 
immediately and then 
every three months 

- Specified road standard 
maintained 

- Reports on road 
status 

- Road user 
questionnaire 

- Number of tourist 
complaints 

 

Rebuild (31km) – 6 months 
after funds available 
 
Regravel (45km) – 3 
months after funds 
available 
 
Grading- immediate and on 
going (Ensure that Ministry 
of Transport has agreed for 
the 31 km section) 

Rebuild (31 km): 
USD 248,000 
 
Regravel (45km): 
USD 225,000 
 
Grading: Quotes 
range from USD 
7,000 to USD 
14,000 for each 
time 

 

Ministry of 
Transport and 
Infrastructural 
Development 
(31km) / 
ZPWMA 
(45km) 

2.2 Internal road 
network (about 600km) 
improved 
 
(N.B. does not include 
concessions) 

Annual: 
- Clear 
- Grade (where 

necessary) 
- Repair low crossings 
 
One-time 
- Repair two bridges 
- Replace slip drains/ 

culverts 

- Number and distance of 
passable roads  

- Number of functional 
bridges / crossing points 

- Annual road 
assessment report 

Prioritise and implement 
over 3 months every year 

Approximately USD 
10,000 (needs to 
be revised based 
on 600km) annual 
 
Bridges?  
 
Culverts/slip drains 
- ?  

ZPWMA / Tour 
operators 

2.3 Periphery road 
(210 km) established 
[Are the east and west 
roads necessary and is 
there any need for 
more internal roads in 
the South?] 

New project – opening 
of a 9m wide road [is 
this size road 
necessary?  Or is this 
serving an additional 
purpose – e.g. fire 
break? This could be a 
major erosion hazard] 

- Monitoring incursions 
and rapid deployment  

- Monthly reporting 
on reduced 
numbers and 
spoor seen 
crossing into the 
park 

Within 3 years USD 180,000 
 
Cost effectiveness 
to be examined 

ZPWMA, 
targeted 
Funding and 
implementing 
agencies 

2.4 Bicycles and 
motorbikes 

- Bike patrols to check 
for any incursions 

- Number of rotations done 
per month 

- Number of followups / 
detections 

- Monthly reports  USD 5000 per year 
for 15 bikes.  
 
USD 6,000 per 
year for 4 
motorbikes 

ZPWMA 
Targeted 
donors 
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2.5 Airstrips (Mana 
Main) 

Regravel and build 
apron 

- CAAZ certification - CAAZ licence Within one year USD 22,000 ZPWMA, 
Operators 

2.6 Access:  
3 4x4 vehicles 
(operational for law 
enforcement only) 
1 lorry 
1 tractor 
3 boats (1 Pelican and 
2 Aluminium – 90HP 
Mercury or Marina) 
Aircraft: Microlight / 
Bathawk / Plane / 
Helicopter - rental 

- Acquire vehicles and 
boats 

- Establish management 
and maintenance 
protocols and 
packages for vehicles 
and boats, including 
supporting a capable 
mechanic based at the 
Park. 

- Outsource aircraft and 
pilot package 

- Vehicles and boats 
purchased and 
operational 

- Bathawk undertaking 20 
hours per month on 
recce.  

- Helicopter deployments 

- Management 
reports with 
tracking, logbooks 

- Number of 
sightings from the 
air 

- Number of arrests 

Vehicles and boats: ASAP 
to 6 months  
 
 
Aircraft – 5-6 months 

USD 230,000 for 
vehicles and boats 
 
Lorry and tractor 
 
Mechanic 
 
 
 
Microlight/ Bathawk 
rate ($25 per hour) 
 
Plane rate (to be 
confirmed) 
 
Helicopter rate 
($800-1200 per 
hour) 

ZPWMA  
 
FUNDING 
AND 
IMPLEMENTI
NG 
AGENCIES 
 
 
AFZ ZPWMA 

2.7 Field stations - Undertake feasibility 
study for new bases 
and pickets in relation 
to hotspots. 

- Establish anti-poaching 
bases at Nyakisakana  

- Establish [anti-
poaching or picket?] 
base at Sore Sore 

- Establish boundary 
pickets & hot spot 
pickets (refer to Maps) 

- [Use MPNP 
Management Plan 
Zone Plans and 
develop approaches 
for each.] 

- Feasibility study 
completed 

- Number of established 
bases, pickets 

- Effective deployment of 
anti-poaching staff 

- Reports 
-  

Study: within 3 months 
 
Bases: within 6 months 

-  
Pickets: within 3 years 

 

USD 60,000 per 
base 
 
USD 300,000 for 
20 pickets 

ZPWMA 
Funding and 
implementing 
agencies 
Private sector 
 

2.8 Communications 
- VHF 
- Solar power 
- [Cell phones 
- Computer 
- GIS 
- SMART 

software 

- Establish digital VHF 
radio GPS 
communication 
tracking systems 
across LZV (repeater 
links, base sets, 
handhelds, mobile 
radio sets, computers 

- Established digital VHF 
radio GPS 
communication tracking 
systems in place and 
operating 

- Record of 
coverage 

Within 6 months USD 310,000 (for 
all LZV) 

Tashinga 
Initiative 
ZPWMA 
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- Cyber 
Tracking] 

for monitoring 
purposes) 

- Complete activity list 
for other tech needs. 

2.9 Staff 
accommodation 

- Review staff 
accommodation 
requirements 

- Refurbish existing 
buildings 

- As needed, develop 
staff accommodation 
infrastructure 

- Work with Rukometchi 
Research Station to 
explore posting 
rangers there 

-  

- Review report completed 
- Number of rangers (and 

families) appropriately 
accommodated 

- Report on negotiations 
with Rukometchi 

- Reports 
 

Reports within six months 
 
Accommodation within two 
years 

USD 20,000 per 
building 
refurbishment 

ZPWMA 
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3. Monitoring and data analysis for adaptive management 
 

Output Activities Key Performance 
Indicator 

Means of 
verification 

Timeframe  Indicative 
costs 

Lead 
Agency 

3.1 Monitoring system 
for wildlife populations 
and illegal activities 
established 

- Carry out regular 
surveys (ground 
counts carried out by 
rangers) 

- Carry out aerial 
monitoring of wildlife 
and illegal activities 

- Adopt standardized 
databases for all 
stations and RDCs in 
LZV  

- Introduce ranger-
based monitoring 
(SMART, MIKE, 
ETIS) across all 
stations in LZV 

- Analyze the data and 
use in adaptive 
management 

- Number of surveys 
carried out 

- Number of aerial 
operations carried out 

- Number of functional 
databases 

- Reports into 
international systems, 
e.g. MIKE and ETIS 

- Results of timely 
analyses being used in 
adaptive management 

- Databases and 
reports 

Aerial surveys done every 
3 years (LZV) 
 
Ground and waterhole 
counts annually 
 
Illegal activities and ground 
counts monthly 
 
Database and monitoring 
ongoing 

Aerial survey – 
USD 150,000 
 
Computers and 
software 
 
Training in SMART 

ZPWMA 

3.2 Trophy monitoring 
system in place 

- Upgrade the trophy / 
age monitoring 
system, including 
database, for LZV 
[N.B. will require 
training] 

- Introduce a flexible 
and adaptable quota 
system (review fixed 
quota system) 

- Trophy / age 
measurement records, 
returns year on year 

-  

Completed return 
forms 

Within a year / immediate  ZPWMA 
Operators 

3.3 Wildlife populations 
and habitat in buffer 
zones recovered 

- Motivate for review 
the CAMPFIRE 
programme  

- Allocate / mobilize 
resources for wildlife 
management in the 
buffer zones 

- Carryout mapping 
exercise and establish 
the extent of land use 
change or pressure 

- Size of area affected 
- Direct benefits to locals 

from sustainable off-take 
 

- Reviewed policy 
on CBNRM 

- Resources 
allocated 

- Land use maps 

3-5 years  MEWC 
ZPWMA 
CAMPFIRE 
Association 
(Universities – 
CUT, CASS) 
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3.4 Allocation and 
utilization of resources 
improved  

- Rationalization of 
resources 

- Carry out regular 
asset audits 

Assets allocated per 
station 

- Registers 
- Issue Vouchers 
- Reports 

Immediate  ZPWMA 
Funding & 
implementing 
agencies 

3.5 Analysis of law 
enforcement data on 
going (See section 1) 

- Create database 
- Capture data 
- Training  
- Data synthesis 
- Access control 
-  

- Databases in place 
- Number of training 

sessions held 
- Reports 
- Security mechanisms in 

place 

- Databases 
- Reports  

Database in place within 
one year 
On going 

 ZPWMA 
Researchers 
ZRP 
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4. Stakeholder collaboration 
 

Output Activities Key Performance 
Indicator 

Means of 
verification 

Timeframe  Indicative 
costs 

Lead 
Agency 

4.1 Technical Support 
Team established to 
support 
implementation of the 
plan 

- Establish 
membership and 
TORs 

-  

- Functional Team 
established and meeting 
at specified intervals 

- Number of meetings and 
reports 

- Minutes 
-  

Within 1 month Meetings ZPWMA 

4.2 Inter-agency and 
inter-ministerial 
collaboration improved 

- Regular reporting to 
JOC 

- Regular reporting and 
input to 
Environmental Sub 
Committees 

- ZPWMA engagement 
with other relevant 
ministries and 
agencies 

- Number of reports 
- Formal records of 

engagement 

- Reports 
-  

On going None ZPWMA 
MEWC 

4.3 Effective private 
sector collaboration 
established 

- Establish a formal 
forum for private 
sector bodies to 
interact with ZPWMA 
– corporates, 
business, and 
consumptive and 
non-consumptive 
operators (MUST be 
a constituted 
organization – not 
individuals) 

- Formal recognition 
adopted 

- Formal records and 
engagement 

- Minutes Within 6 months Meetings  ZPWMA 

4.4 Effective NGO 
collaboration 
established 

- Establish NGO 
coordinating body / 
bodies 
 

- Functional and meeting 
at specified intervals 

- Minutes 
 

Within 3 months  Mana Pools 
Anti-Poaching 
Collaborative 
Group 
ZPWMA 

4.5 Effective 
international 
collaboration 
established 

- Streamline existing 
protocols with 
Zambia and 
Mozambique on law 
enforcement issues 

- Improve 
communication and 
operational 
procedures to enable 

- Number of contacts 
between the JOC (e.g. 
Zambia/ Zimbabwe) 

- Number of contacts 
between the area 
managers of relevant 
parks (e.g. Mana AM 
and Lower Zambezi AM) 
 

- Area Manager 
reports 

- Cross-border 
protocol reports 

 

Initiate AM-AM contacts 
within 2 months, then on 
going 

 ZPWMA 
MEWC 
JOC 
(MFA) 
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better cross-border 
linkages to fight 
wildlife crime 

4.6 Effective 
engagement with 
communities (link to 
Section 1) 

- Organize needs 
assessment of local 
communities and 
RDCs 

- Establish local chiefs 
forum on biodiversity 
conservation 

- Awareness campaign 
at local level 

- Meetings organized and 
reports prepared 

- Number of events 
performed. 

- Assessment of 
community response 
and links to law 
enforcement 

- Minutes 
- Reports 

On going  ZPWMA 
Funding and 
implementing 
agencies 
Local 
leadership 
RDCs 

Action plan is 
promoted and 
adequately resourced 

- Finalize action plan 
and budget 

- Agree on funding 
structure and roles 
and responsibilities 

- Identify strategic 
NGO partners (to 
facilitate funding) 

- Approach funding 
agencies 

- Manage funds 
-  

- Anti-poaching plan and 
budget produced  

- Funding structures in 
place and 
roles/responsibilities 
established.  

- Number of grant 
applications prepared 

- Number of grants 
secured 

- Number of grants 
completed 

- Plan 
 

Action plan finalized in two 
weeks 
 
Funding and business plan 
established within 3 months 
 
Then on going 

 Funding / 
implementing 
agencies 
ZPWMA 

4.7 Effective 
information 
dissemination and 
communication 
strategy implemented 

- Undertake 
awareness campaign 
promoting and 
marketing the plan 

- Undertake regular 
progress reports on 
the implementation of 
the plan 

- Number of campaigns 
- Frequency of progress 

reports 

- Reports 
- Campaign 

materials 
- Press releases 

Initial campaign within 6 
months 
 
On going 

 ZPWMA 
Support Team 
Ministry of 
Tourism 
Ministry of 
Information  
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National elephant survey 
 
Olivia Mufute, the Chief Ecologist for ZPWMA, gave a brief presentation on the national 
elephant survey.  Zimbabwe participated in the Great Elephant Census, funded by Paul 
Allen, in 2014.  Zimbabwe’s surveys took place from 27 June to 1 November.  The 
methodology and survey area was the same as the last countrywide survey held in 2001.  
At a national level, the population estimate was 82,092, a statistically insignificant decline 
from the 2001 estimate of 88,123.  For Northwest Matabeleland, the estimate was 53,991 
(2001 estimate was 49,310), a statistically insignificant increase.  In the Sebungwe region, 
the estimate was 3,407 (2001 estimate was 13,989), a statistically significant decline of 
approximately 75%.  In the Southeast Lowveld, the estimate was 11,120 (2001 estimate 
was 4,992), a statistically significant increase of around 115%.  In the Zambezi Valley, the 
estimate was 11,657 (2001 estimate was 19,297), a statistically significant decrease of 
around 36%.  
 
At the national level, if the elephant population had been growing at 5% per annum, then it 
should have been close to 140,000 – raising questions about ‘missing’ elephants. We also 
monitored carcasses, looking at the age of the carcasses.  For most of the areas, there 
were few fresh or recent carcasses.  
 
For the Zambezi Valley, most other mammals have also declined since 2001.  Survey data 
show that those declines were happening before 2001, although elephants had been 
increasing up until 2001.  Elephant bulls had not showed a major decline, while the 
cowherds had.  There was evidence of encroachment into protected areas, such as 
Charara Safari Area, and fires in the Matetsi Safari Area.  The surveys in the Zambezi 
Valley were carried out in June-July 2014, as opposed to July-August 2001.  ZPWMA is 
developing a set of key research questions to help understand the dynamics in the area.  
 
Opportunities and success factors 
 
An analysis of the strengths, opportunities, success factors and core competencies was 
undertaken in a set of working groups.  The detailed feedback from the working groups is 
available in Annex VI.  
 
Address from Public Prosecutor, Kariba 
 
The Public Prosecutor from Kariba joined the meeting to provide some details on his 
experiences dealing with wildlife crime.  He clarified bail procedures, as well as noting that 
under the Parks and Wildlife Act, offences with certain species shift the burden of proof to 
the accused. He noted that there is no extradition agreement with Zambia, which means 
that in general the Public Prosecutor opposes bail in those cases.   
 
A short discussion on inquests when rangers shoot poachers ensued. Rangers sometimes 
suffer from retribution from public inquests. While it is not currently possibly to close these 
inquests, the Public Prosecutor recommended that the ZPWMA legal department could 
compile issues for discussion with the Office of Public Prosecution. 
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Next steps 
 
The meeting agreed on a number of key next steps: 
 

1. Write up of workshop proceedings by 2 April 2015, sent to Facilitator 
2. Facilitator reviews workshop proceeding by 4 April 2015 
3. Circulate draft workshop proceedings and draft action plan to workshop participants 

by 7 April 2015 
4. Comments from participants by Tuesday 14 April 2015. 
5. Final workshop proceedings and plan circulated by Tuesday 21 April 2015.  
6. Business plan and budget finalized by 30 May 2015.  
7. Next meeting “open”.  

 
Meeting close 
 
Closing remarks were made by the Director-General, who thanked participants for their 
commitment and dedication. The Regional Manager, Northern Region, gave the vote of 
thanks, thanking the donors and organizers (The Tashinga Initiative, Zambezi Society, John 
and Nicci Stevens, Kavinga Safaris, AWF).  He expressed particular thanks to the Director-
General for his comprehensive participation in and support for the initiative. He also 
thanked those who had travelled a long way to attend the workshop.  He expressed 
particular appreciation to the members of the private sector and of other government 
agencies for taking time out of their busy schedules to attend the workshop. Finally, he 
thanked the facilitation team and the Chirundu Safari Lodge.   
 
To close the meeting, Lynne Taylor of The Tashinga Initiative presented Marvellous 
Mbikiyana, the Area Manager for Mana Pools National Park, with Easter eggs for the 
community at Mana Pools National Park.  
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Annex I – Participant list 
 
Participants 
 

First name Last name Organization Position Email Area 

Samson  Chibaya ZPWMA Area Manager schibaya6@gmail.com  Kariba-Charara 

Edson  Chidziya ZPWMA Director General wsithole@zimparks.co.zw  Harare 

Netsai  Chigwenjere ZPWMA Area Manager netsaichigwenjere@gmail.com  Dande 

Felix  Chimeramombe ZPWMA Regional Manager fchimeramombe@zimparks.co.zw  Mash West 

Tawanda  Chipere Afrihype Mbada  Director-PH t.chipere@afri-hype.com 

Hurungwe-
Nyakasanga 

Charles  Dzika ZPWMA SWO chdzika01@gmail.com  Chewore South 

Tamburayi  Gomwe RDC 
Campfire 
Representative tjgomwe2@gmail.com  Hurungwe 

Tawanda  Gotosa ZPWMA Regional Manager nyamazana@zol.co.zw  Midlands 

Sgt C.  Gurira  ZNA   not available Chirundu 

Cpl M.  Gurure ZNA   not available   

Jambawa Gutu ZPWMA 
Parks 
Investigations jgutu00@gmail.com Harare 

Rod  Huck Kavinga Safaris  Safari Operator rodlouhuck@gmail.com Mana Pools 

Mr A.  Jaramba ZRP    not available Chirundu 

Bright  Jaroma ZPWMA SWO brightjoroma@yahoo.com  Mana Pools 

Joshua  Kadungu ZRP  Dispol MashWest jkadungu@gmail.com Kariba 

Kenny  Kanogocheka RDC Hurungwe n/a Hurungwe 

Clever  Macheka ZRP  

Assistant 
Commissioner 
Operations, Mash 
West, clevmacheka@gmail.com  Chinhoyi 

Artwell  Madivenga Afrihype  Director a.mandivenga@afri-hype.com 

Hurungwe-
Nyakasanga 
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First name Last name Organization Position Email Area 

Cpl  Maisva ZNA   not available   

Bongani  Maphosa ZPWMA Area Manager bmaphosa@gmail.com  Marongora/Hurungwe 

Godfrey  Mapuranga ZRP    not available Chirundu 

Lawrence Mazviwanza ZRP    t.b.a. Chinhoyi 

Marvellous  Mbikiyana ZPWMA Area Manager mmbikiyana@yahoo.com  Mana Pools 

Myles  McCallum CM Safaris Director P-H buzzandmyles@cmsafaris.com  Dande 

Dave  McFarland 
Mwinilunga 
Safaris Safari Operator mwinilunga@mweb.co.zw  Mana Pools 

Robert  Miliyasi ZPWMA Wildlife Officer rmiliyasi@gmail.com Chewore North  

Sunera  Millar 
Managing 
Director Safari Operator sunera@natureways.com Mana Pools 

Tom  Milliken TRAFFIC NGO tom.milliken@traffic.org  Global 

Ms Angeline  Moyo Presidents Office   not available Chirundu 

Envious  Mpofu ZPWMA Area Manager  empofu3@gmail.com Gona re Zhou 

Olivia  Mufute ZPWMA Chief Ecologist omufute@zimparks.co.zw  Harare 

Louis  Muller Hurungwe, RIFA Director-PH louis@pro-saf.com Africa 

Power  Mupunga ZPWMA Area Manager mupungapower@yahoo.com  Gona re Zhou 

Nick  Murray Bushlife Safari Operator murcat@zol.co.zw Mana Pools 

Arthur  Musakwa ZPWMA Regional Manager amusakwa@zimparks.co.zw  Matabeleland 

Andrew  Mutuka ZRP Support Unit andntkmmutuka@gmail.com  Chirundu 

Mr Andrew  Ndhlovu Presidents Office   not available Chirundu 

Canaan  Nyahunzvi ZRP   cannyahunzvi@gmail.com  Chirundu 

Cannias  Nyevhe ZRP  Support Unit nyevhecannias@gmail.com  Chirundu 

Marco   Pani 
Conservation 
Force 

Representing John 
J. Jackson III pani.marco@gmail.com Global 

Adrian  Read Hunters Africa Director PH adrianread@yoafrica.com Chewore South 

Simba  Sandram ZPWMA Area Manager sandramsimba@gmail.com  Chewore  

Jan  Stander Hurungwe RDC Chairman alida@yoafrica.com  Hurungwe 
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First name Last name Organization Position Email Area 

Doris  Tom ZPWMA Regional Manager dorisntombietom@gmail.com  Masvingo 

Mr. Urayai 
Public 
Prosecutor   not available Kariba 

Carl  van der Riet Agricair  Director agricair@hotmail.com  

Zimbabwe:  
Harare/Chirundu 

 
Organizers 
 

First name Last name Organization Position Email Area 

Dave Cumming Consultant Facilitator cummingdhm@gmail.com Africa 

Clive Jones Kavinga Safaris Director clive@carguard.co.zw  Mana Pools 

Richard Maasdorp Zambezi Society Chairman racmaasdorp@gmail.com  

Zimbabwe: Zambezi 
Basin 

Alistair Pole AWF Director APole@awf.org Zimbabwe 

Diane Skinner 
Independent 
consultant Rapporteur skinner.diane@gmail.com Africa 

John Stevens 
John Stevens 
Safaris Safari Operator john@johnstevenssafaris.com  

Africa, focus on Mana 
and Matusadona 

Nicci Stevens 
John Stevens 
Safaris Safari Operator nicci@johnstevenssafaris.com  

Africa, focus on Mana 
and Matusadona 

Lynne Taylor 
The Tashinga 
Initiative Director lynne@thetashingainitiative.org  

Zimbabwe: Middle 
and Lower Zambezi 
Valley 
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Annex II – Agenda  
 

A collaborative workshop held by ZPWMA to develop an anti-poaching strategy for 
Mana Pools National Park and neighbouring Safari Areas 

Venue: Chirundu    Date: 30th March to 2nd April, 2015 
 
Day 1 - Monday 30th March 
1500: Arrivals settle in, fishing, sundowner cruises 
1900: Welcome Dinner with Address by TRAFFIC - (T. Milliken) 
Day 2 - Tuesday 31st March 
0800: Welcome and Opening Remarks - DG - ZPWMA 
0815:  Introductions 
0830:  Background to the workshop - R. Maasdorp, Zambezi Society 
0845:  Objectives and Purpose of the Workshop - Facilitator 
0900:  Law enforcement and anti-poaching in Mana Pools - Area Manager (Mana) 
Mbikiyana 
0930: Ranger patrols and monitoring - Area Manager (Chewore) Sandram 
1000:  TEA/COFFEE 
1030: 1st Working Session:  Stakeholder Analysis - who are the key stakeholders and 
actors and what are the links between them? (Plenary) 
1245: LUNCH 
1400:  2nd Working Session - Problem Analysis - What are the key issues and the cause-
effect  relationships ships between them? (Working Groups on selected themes?) 
1530: TEA/COFFEE 
1600:  Report back from Working Groups 
1640: Synthesise results and Finalise Problem Analysis  
1730:  Break for the evening (Fishing and/or sun downer cruise)  
1900:  DINNER 
Day 3 - Wednesday 1st April 
0800: 3rd Working Session: Strengths and Opportunities  
0800:  What are the opportunities (external factors)? - Working Groups 
0900: Report back from Working Groups 
0930: What are our success factors and core competencies?  Working Groups 
1030:  TEA/COFFEE 
1100: Report back from Working Groups 
1130:  4th Working Session: Develop Draft Strategic Action Plan with Indicators - Working 
Groups 
1245:  LUNCH  
1400:  Report back on Strategic Options  
1500: Synthesis of Strategic Options and Priorities 
1530:  TEA/COFFEE 
1600:  5th Working Session: Activities, responsibilities and Costs - Working Groups 
1700: Report back to plenary by Working Groups 
1745: Break for the evening 
Day 4 - Thursday 2nd April 
0730: 6th Working Session: Development of Draft Strategic Action Plan with performance 
indicators and next steps 
0945: Closing Remarks - DG - ZPWMA   
1000: Participants Depart 
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Annex III – Stakeholder analysis 
 
Stakeholder analysis – by sector 
 

Law 
enforcement Private Sector Monitoring NGOs Communities Ministries 

District 
Admin Cross-border Other 

PWMA 

Lower Zambezi 
Tour Operators 
Association 

Monitoring 
Systems 
(MIKE & 
ETIS) 

Tashinga 
Initiative 

Traditional 
leadership MEWC 

Hurungwe 
RDC TFCA Poachers 

ZRP 
Mana Pools Tour 
Operators Researchers AWF 

Local 
communities ZTA Mbire RDC ZAWA  

ZRP Support 
Unit Foxtrot 
Troop 

Mongwe Fishing 
Camps IUCN WEZ Local chief 

Ministry of 
Education  

Conservation 
Lower 
Zambezi  

Judiciary  / 
Magistrate RIFA Safari Area UZ  

Conservation 
Force CAMPFIRE EMA  Chiawa GMA  

ZRP Minerals 
& border 
Control Unit 

Agricair (Aircraft 
Operators) 

Tsetse 
Research 

Lower 
Zambezi 
Collaborative 
Body  

Ministry of 
Agriculture    

ZNA Chirundu Kavinga Safaris  Zim 4X4 Club  
Ministry of 
Health    

ZRP Ground 
to Air 
Surveillance 

Afri-Hype Parks & 
Wildlife (Pvt) Ltd    Immigration    

JOC 
Non-consumptive 
Safari operator    ZINARA    

INTERPOL 
Mana Operator 
Natureways    

Ministry of 
Mines    

 
Hunters Africa 
Safari Operator    

Ministry of 
Energy    

 
Hurungwe Safaris 
(hunting operator)    ZINWA     
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Law 
enforcement Private Sector Monitoring NGOs Communities Ministries 

District 
Admin Cross-border Other 

 Tourists    
Members of 
Parliament    

 ZATSO        

 SOAZ        

 ZPHGA        

 DAPU        

 Chifuti        

 HHK        

 CM Safaris        

 
Wilderness 
Safaris        

 
 
Stakeholder analysis by proximity to the issue (i.e. levels of engagement in Mana Pools National Park) 
 

Core Secondary Periphery 

PWMA Zambezi Society MEWC 

Tour Operators Agricair (aircraft operator) EMA 

TI 
Non-consumptive safari 
operators Tourists 

ZRP WEZ Ministry of Mines 

Tsetse Research 4X4 Club Mbire RDC 

Researchers Hurungwe RDC Judiciary / Magistrates 

 Wilderness Safaris ZAWA 

 Hunters Africa Safari Operator Chiawa GMA 

 Afri-Hype Parks 
Conservation Lower 
Zambezi 

 Kavinga JOC 

 RIFA Safari Area Interpol 

 Mongwe Fishing Camps  
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 Ministry of Health  

 ZNA  

 ZINWA  

 Local communities   

 Traditional leadership  

 CAMPFIRE  
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Annex IV - Initial problem analysis 
 

Funding & 
resources Coordination Corruption Patrols Policy Access Poverty Other 

Financial 
constraints 

Lack of 
coordinated 
effort in inventing 
modern 
technology 

organized 
poaching & 
corruption 

Agencies (law 
enforcement) 
should discuss 
what they intend to 
achieve before 
they deploy or 
patrol an area 

Absence of 
stiffer 
sentences on 
the accused  
/ arrested 

Inaccessibility 
of road 
network 

Poverty has 
caused 
communities 
to turn 
against 
wildlife for 
survival Mistrust  

Lack of 
funding 

Lack of 
cooperation 
between key 
players in the 
area Corruption 

Lack of manpower 
to cover all the 
ground and 
emphasis should 
be made on the 
training aspect 

Lobbying for 
stiffer 
sentences Accessibility 

Community 
poverty 

Failure of the 
protectionism 
model 

Funding 

Lack of strong 
dedicated 
leadership  

Limited access for 
patrols and 
reaction Indemnity 

Improve 
condition of 
road network 
in parks 
areas 

Greed / 
poverty 

Informer 
payment 
mercenary 
type of 
informers 
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Funding & 
resources Coordination Corruption Patrols Policy Access Poverty Other 

Funding 
Participation and 
commitment  men on the ground  

Poor state of 
access roads 

Climate 
change 
affecting 
agriculture - 
people resort 
to poaching  

Depressed 
earnings from 
tourism 

Lack of 
collaborative 
effort among 
stakeholders  

poor ground 
coverage - low 
detection and 
deterrence     

I am of the 
opinion that 
there is 
inadequate 
funding 
involved in the 
conservation 
of all animals 
and those who 
police the laws 

Clear & effective 
structure  Patrols     

Funding 
Implementation 
systems  

effective patrols 
along the rivers     

Lack of 
resources but 
focus being on 
harnessing 
what is 
currently 
available to 
achieve more 
in terms of law Communication       
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Funding & 
resources Coordination Corruption Patrols Policy Access Poverty Other 

enforcement 

no donor 
funding        

Anti-poaching 
resources 
constraint        

Resource 
constraints        

Many power 
shortages 
because of 
financial 
support        

Transport 
shortage due 
to lack of 
funding        
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Annex V – Problem analysis working group feedback 
 
Group 1 
 
Funding 
 
Internal funding  

- poor revenue base  
- competing needs (e.g. PAC) 
- poor cash flow realized as a low number of tourists 

 
External funding 

- reduced donor support 
- currently small-scale donor funding channelled through other donors, e.g. Tashinga 

Initiative 
- large-scale donor funding affected by poor government relations 

 
Solutions 

- Channel external funding through supporting NGOs (e.g. WWF, Tashinga Initiative) 
- Get assistance from government through budget allocations 
- Formulate a clear plan that attracts investors 

 
Effectiveness of law enforcement 
 

- Coverage is uneven 
- Deployments are biased towards easily accessible areas 
- Manpower levels are low 
- Motivated and skilled leadership inadequate 
- Recruitment and selection criteria not implemented 
- Fitness levels are not adequate 
- Training and skills development is poor 
- Conditions of service are poor – living and working conditions, remuneration, 

assurance, and back up services, insurance, rewards/incentives. 
 
Equipment is inadequate 

- Radios 
- GPS 
- strictly controlled use of cell phones 
- Firearms  (serviceable) 
- Readily available air support 
- More suitable vehicles 
- JCB vehicles 
- Camping and patrol equipment 

 
Intelligence gathering is poor 

- network system 
- poor coordination of information  and ineffective communication system 

 
Community involvement is poor 
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Solutions 
- improve access to the southern part of the Park 
- management of the deployment period (14 day extended patrols?) 

 
Coordination 
 

- Promote more joint patrols between key stakeholders 
- Better coordination among stakeholders in resource mobilization and information 

sharing 
- joint planning between stakeholders 
- Joint investigations and interrogations 
- Communication 

 
Linkages 
 
Coordination – Funding 
Funding – Coordination 
Coordination – effective law enforcement 
Funding – effective law enforcement  
 
Group 2 
 
Manpower 
 

- Present manpower is not adequate.  Ideal should be 75 trained and fully equipped 
deployable rangers.  

 
Fully equipped, motivated and trained rangers 
 

- Not the current situation 
 
Communication networks 

- Establish proper networks between relevant stakeholders inside & outside the Park 
- Community engagement / awareness  

o CAMPFIRE strengthening policy issue 
o Chiefs Indaba – listen 

 
Infrastructure 
 

- Enabling environment (roads, accommodation, energy, water, community, 
education) is not adequate.   

- Forward bases are not fully equipped 
o Nyakisakana 
o Mazunga 

 
Group 3 
 
Funding and capacity issues 

- low manpower  
- low budget 
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- shortage of equipment 
- lack of motivation and morale 
- poor accessibility 

 
Poor communication 

- Lack of effective collaboration amongst stakeholders – not only law enforcement, but 
also private sector.  Extends to NGOs and ZPWMA.   

- Lack of radio communication 
 
Poverty and lack of awareness on wildlife issues 

- Lack of education in wildlife issues 
- lack of alternative livelihood 
- lack of perceived and tangible benefits 

 
Lack of appreciation of value of wildlife 

- at community level 
- at judicial level – lack of effective sentencing, insufficient field training and 

intelligence gathering 
 

Change in land use patterns  
- encroachment 
- lack of fences (is it time to look at this issue?) 

 
Transboundary land use conflicts 

- specifically along Zambezi River, between ZW, ZM and MZ.  
 
Corruption 

- age old and pervasive 
 

Questions 
- Lack of effective sentencing – is that really true?  Sentences are strong, but 

evidence gathering is poor, and data on follow through to prosecution often not 
available. Some magistrates still need information and training.  

- Fencing – general discussion.  Must look at inherent weaknesses of the current law 
enforcement approach.  

-  
Group 4 
 
Policy 
 

- Decision-making within ZPWMA is too slow.   
- Indemnity is an issue (solution - honorary officers, police reservists) 
- UAVs?  
- Other acts such as forestry and mining – contextualization, training 
- Stiffer penalties need to be implemented effectively and reviewed (e.g. trespassing).  
- CAMPFIRE – review and revamp 
- Parks use of motorbikes not allowed 

 
Training 

- Ranger 
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o Operational, legal, evidence, scene attendance 
o Investigation 
o Driving – defensive & 4X4 skills 
o GPS, GoPro, Radio 
o Tracking skills 
o Use of Operational Procedures and special tactics 
o Weapons training 

- Management skills 
- Conditions of service – morale 
- Boat handling 
- Courts 

 
Access 

- Rehab existing roads 
- Additional reach 
- Bridges 
- Airstrips are OK (don’t need). 
- Scope of work 
- Collaborating 
- Funding  

 
Corruption and collaboration 

- mind set change – conditions of service, incentives, barefoot example.  
- Research drivers of corruption 
- PWMA cell phones (no personal phones) 
- Poor conditions of service lead to illegal hunting (rations) or complicity with poachers 
- Alleged hunter complicity (rations) 

 
Equipment 

- 4X4, quadbikes 
- Access to aircover 
- Sell old boats and secure appropriate types 

 
Ranger motivation and morale 

- conditions of service 
- timeous pay 
- incentive fund 
- legality of reward for successes 
- equipment 
- housing 
- Head Office visits and briefings  
- Regional recognition 

 
Funding 

- improved $$ 
- coordination and collaboration centralized both consumptive and non-consumptive  
- ration killing leads to PR problems with some donors 
- “infrastructure for lease” – i.e. capital investments instead of lease fee 

 
Cross-Border 
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- Interpol 
- Zimbabwe JOC & Zambia JOC 

 
Community 

- no known initiatives 
- Poverty, lack of awareness 
- local community leadership 
- CSR 
- CAMPFIRE Review and rehabilitation  
- No sense of ownership 
- Free access for local schools and community leaders 
- Lack of feedback all stakeholders 
- Improve and assist with farming methods 
- Projects proactive 
- Curio outlet 

 
Patrols 

- Only 13 active rangers 
- Quality, equipment, access, mobility, reaction time, supervision & accountability 
- New tactics & methods – forward camps, focusing on hot spots and so on.   
- Boundaryless synergies – should we focus on a specialist crowd that deals with the 

escarpment and another that deals with the flat land 
- Microlight  - air cover 
- Local stakeholder command centre 

 
Other 
 

- Lack of ‘invested’ operators in Nyakasanga and Sapi 
- Park Plan LZV rather than just Mana.  

 
Linkages 
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Annex VI - Opportunities and success factors – working group feedback 
 
Group 1 
 
Opportunities 

- Partnerships – e.g. NGO, Government, Private, Communities.  Assist with pooling of 
resources, community participation, targeting embassies 

- Realignment of the law in terms of the constitution (tightening our legislation) 
- TFCA (Lower Zambezi) – joint marketing, joint law enforcement, joint management 
- World Heritage Site – great opportunity for funding 
- Review of CAMPFIRE – rebuild confidence, other alternative land use, fire 

management, participation of communities in tourism, additional eyes and ears on 
the ground. 

- Advanced technology – night vision, internet, cyber tracking, UAVs 
 
Strengths 

- Wilderness value 
- Local knowledge 
- Skilled manpower – supportive education 
- Management commitment 
- Supportive local leadership 
- Dedication and loyalty (both management and employees) 
- Availability of informers 
- Availability of manpower (labour) from local communities 
- Stakeholder collaboration – pooling resources, technical skills, create synergies.  
- Large biodiversity  

 
Group 2 
 
Internal – LZV 
External – outside LZV 
 
Internal strengths 
 

- PA lies under one management and no conflict of interest as to how the area is 
managed. 

- Existing infrastructure, skills and abilities. 
- Mana wildlife population has not crashed (yet) 
- Zambezi Valley – Mana Pools – is a jewel in Zimbabwe’s crown. Biodiversity and 

richness of the Zambezi Valley. 
- Willingness of all ZV stakeholders to work together for a common vision.  
- Operator support (could be more organized and structured) 
- Data collection / monitoring 
- Aerial support (Agricair, Microlight association, Chifuti Helicopter) 
- Increased collaboration with all stakeholders – law enforcement agencies, operators, 

NGOS – both supportive and implementation agencies. 
- Availability of technical support to Parks – Training, Honorary rangers, law 

enforcement. 
- Communities – harness skills and gain support – make inclusive employment. 
- Upgrading status of Sapi Safari Area to stand alone station. 
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- Research 
 
External opportunities 
 

- Build on enhancement of public awareness through tour operators 
- Operator support – harness support from clients towards conservation 
- Research – build on current data – harness availability of international researchers 
- Monitoring / surveillance technology 
- Increased collaboration with all stakeholders (clients/NGOs) 
- Technical support – harness funding 
- Communities (explore Namibia model) – IUCN Beyond Enforcement advisory bodies 
- Upgrading status of safari areas – permanent presence of clients and funding 

 
Group 3 
 
Opportunities 

- Resilient ecosystem (rich biodiversity) 
- World Heritage Status – easy to draw attention 
- Established tour operators 
- Surrounded by other PAs – no hard edge effects, no encroachment 
- Good vantage points used as observation points 
- Donor interest 
- Potential increase in tourism coverage 
- Potential to fund itself (ceteris paribus) 

 
Strengths 

- Traditional leaders’ support from local community in Chundu 
- Strong legal framework to support law enforcement 
- Current experience and skills 
- Government support through other law enforcement agencies 
- Infrastructural strength (airstrip, floodplain access good) 
- Reaction unit presence (to be located at Mana Pools) 
- Adequate and serviceable firearms 
- Tourists coverage of the Park (although seasonal) 
- Commitment by staff 
- Inter-state joint patrols, especially with Zambian personnel (if it has been moved 

back to government from ZAWA) 
-  

Group 4 
 
External opportunities 

- International commitment to fight wildlife crime is massive and diverse 
- Mana has huge international profile 
- Partnerships – private sector/NGO/public/state 
- Bilateral relationship with neighbouring countries (Zambia) 
- Improved technological systems are available 
- Ability to exploit available international networks and expertise 

 
Internal strengths 

- Good local ability – good 
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- Capacity (skills ad experience) 
- Will (teamwork) for stakeholders to work together 
- Sharing of technology and systems 
- Contiguous system of Protected Areas (Gache Gache) to Mozambique border 
- Knowledge of the area 
- Potential for development of tourist facilities (roads) in southern sector of the Park. 
- Government departs are available to support Parks 
- Potential for immediate revenue increase through an upgrade to the central booking 

office 
- Honorary officers are volunteers 
- Revival of CAMPFIRE 
- High value of wildlife & wilderness area 
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Annex VII – Outline of Strategic Elephant Policy and Management Framework 
 (Extract from Proceedings Hwange Safari Lodge Workshop 2-4th December 2014) 

 

Table 1. Structure of the Strategic Elephant Policy and Management Framework 

Long-term Vision 
The long term vision adopted by the workshop retained the essential 
components of the 1997 plan  

Targets 
The three targets included in the 1997 policy were retained but the provision 
to maintain or increase elephant range not linked to a specific benchmark as 
it was in 1997 

Key Components 
The key components are the primary themes or headings of the strategy 
under which the framework is organised.  The ten policy and management 
objectives included in the 1997 plan are included within these headings  

Strategic 
Objectives 

The strategic objectives reflect briefly but more explicitly the policy intention 
for the respective components  

Outputs 
The outputs are statements that reflect the expected result that will be 
realised during the time the plan.  Outputs are therefore expressed in the 
past tense 

Key Activities 

Key activities represent the necessary and sufficient actions that need to be 
carried out effectively and efficiently to achieve the Outputs.  They may be a 
subset of a wider range of activities that can be added but, as key activities, 
they are those that are vital to achieve the Outputs and are those on which 
the major emphasis should be placed.    

Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) 

The Key Performance Indicators provide a basis on which to measure and 
monitor the success or otherwise of the Strategic Objectives, Outputs and 
Activities.    

Means of Verifying 
the KPIs 

Means of verifying the KPIs were not developed during the Workshop and 
will need to be included in the Management Plan.  A preliminary draft for 
verifying these is included in this report, as discussed at the workshop. It is 
important that KPIs and means of verification are standardised across the 
regions and areas of the country and that they can be combined in an 
unbiased way to reflect national progress in the implementation of the 
strategic plan.  
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Figure 1.  Resource management plans answer to national policy and legislation but in recent years 
have shifted from “blue print plans” to strategic adaptive management and planning.  The 
strategic level plan developed in this workshop provides the basis for regional and local 
planning that includes action, monitoring and evaluation on an annual basis.   
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4.2  Zimbabwe Strategic Elephant Conservation Policy and Management Plan Framework (As agreed at Hwange Safari Lodge 
Workshop on 4 December 2014)   

 
      

    
   
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key 
Components 

1.  Protection and law 
enforcement 

 2. Biological 
Monitoring and 
Management 

3. Social, Economic 
and Cultural 
Framework 

4.  Building 
Conservation Capacity 

5. Coordination, 
collaboration and 
programme 
management 

Strategic 
Objectives 

Objective 1. Ensuring 
effective protection of all 
populations of elephant in 
Zimbabwe 

Objective 2. 
Implementing effective 
biological and ecological 
management to achieve 
populations that are 
within upper and lower 
acceptable limits to 
change in numbers and 
distribution  

Objective 3.  
Implementing strategies 
that enhance the 
contribution of elephant 
to rural livelihoods and 
national development 

Objective 4. Ensuring 
that sufficient and 
appropriately trained 
personnel, equipment, 
infrastructure and 
financing are mobilised, 
available and used 
efficiently and effectively 

Objective 5.  Ensuring 
effective coordination and 
collaboration with 
national and international 
stakeholders to achieve 
these strategic 
objectives,  

Outputs 

 

 

Output #1: Management 
actions, security and law 
enforcement to minimise 
illegal losses of elephants 
and their habitats from all 
populations implemented 

Output #2: Adaptive 
management to achieve 
viable populations in all 
four sub-populations 
implemented 

Output #3: Fair 
distribution of financial 
benefits from elephants 
improved and tolerance 
for living with elephants 
increased 

Output #4:  Sufficient 
numbers of trained, 
equipped, motivated and 
effective personnel are 
deployed and operational 

Output #5:  Coordination 
mechanisms to assess 
and review adaptive 
elephant population 
management and 
strategic planning 
established and 
operating 

 

 

Long-term Vision:  To conserve elephants at levels that will enable 
them to contribute to the conservation of biodiversity, national 
development and Zimbabwe’s cultural heritage   

Targets: 

1. To maintain at least four demographically and genetically viable elephant populations in Zimbabwe 
2. To maintain or increase elephant range in Zimbabwe   
3. To maintain numbers / densities of elephant at levels that do not adversely impact on biodiversity 

conservation  goals while contributing to economically viable and sustainable wildlife-based land uses  
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Key ACTIVITIES that are required to achieve the OUTPUTS, Key performance indicators (KPIs), and means of verifying KPIs  

 Output#1: 

Law enforcement 

Output  #2: 

Biological monitoring and 
management 

Output  #3: 

Social, Economic and 
Cultural Framework 

Output #4: 

Building conservation capacity 

Output  #5:  

Coordination and 
programme management 

Key 
Activities 

  For each key 
population establish a 
highly trained rapid 
response anti-poaching 
unit for deployment to 
areas under threat 

 Appropriate informer 
systems established 
and supported at 
regional, national and 
local levels 

  Improve investigation 
and prosecution of 
crimes  (collection and 
preservation of 
evidence, ballistics 
evidence, professional 
prosecution of cases, 
information for legal 
profession) 

  Set up National and 
local intelligence 
databases  

  Enhance international 
and transboundary 
collaboration in law 
enforcement 

  Enhance social 
(community) 
involvement in law 
enforcement 

  Reduce illegal 
settlements in all 

 Monitor elephant population 
trends and elephant impacts 
on biodiversity through aerial, 
ground and ranger-based 
methods, among others  

 Use research findings, expert 
opinion and informed public 
opinion to establish 
thresholds of potential 
concern (TPCs) to initiate 
management action in 
respect of elephant impacts 
for protected areas 

 Carry out appropriate 
management actions when 
populations exceed, or are 
projected to exceed, TPCs 

 Monitor trophy quality and 
adjust quotas to maintain 
desired levels of trophy 
quality 

 Define current elephant range 
and explore options for 
extending the range and 
maintaining connectivity 
between fragmented 
populations 

 Recognising the long 
response time of elephants to 
management interventions, 
use modelling to project 
alternative outcomes of 
management 

 Provide incentives and 
promote partnerships 
and joint venture 
opportunities to 
strengthen elephant 
management, including 
across boundaries 

 Explore additional 
elephant-based tourism 
and sustainable 
utilization opportunities. 

 Facilitate the 
transparent distribution 
of the benefits and 
costs of elephant 
management and 
conservation 

  Implement effective 
techniques and land 
use strategies to 
mitigate human-
elephant conflict.  

  Promote effective 
recovery and use of all 
products from dead 
elephants  

 Include information on 
elephants and their 
conservation in school 
curricula and promote 
environmental 
education in rural areas 
adjacent to key 

  Secure funding to initiate the 
implementation of the elephant 
management plan 

 Establish sustainable funding 
programs to build and maintain 
necessary human resources 
and strengthen elephant 
conservation and management 
capacity  

  Analyse current capacity and 
identify needs   

  Initiate and/or maintain 
continuity in research and 
monitoring necessary for the 
conservation and adaptive 
management of elephants and 
habitats 

  Strengthen research capacity 
in ZPWMA and collaborate with 
other research institutions 

  Establish training and in-
service retraining of personnel 
in law enforcement, research 
and monitoring, education and 
awareness, community 
elephant management, 
management 

 Strive to achieve best standards 
for elephant management, 
including any forms of utilization 

 Engage available expertise and 
capacity within ZW  

  Establish a national elephant 
conservation & management 
task force / steering 
committee that includes 
stakeholders meetings at 
least bi-annually to review 
progress and to develop an 
annual implementation plan  

  Establish four regional 
management committees to 
meetings at least twice each 
year and implement sub-
regional plans 

  Strengthen links with 
neighbouring states to confer 
on the management of shared 
elephant populations, 
particularly in relation to 
TFCA populations  

  Establish a full-time elephant 
manager to be responsible for 
coordinating the 
implementation of the 
elephant management plan 

  Strengthen coordination 
between the hunting industry 
and the elephant 
management programme 

  Implement an effective 
information dissemination and 
communication strategy, 
including regular progress 
reports on the implementation 
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 Output#1: 

Law enforcement 

Output  #2: 

Biological monitoring and 
management 

Output  #3: 

Social, Economic and 
Cultural Framework 

Output #4: 

Building conservation capacity 

Output  #5:  

Coordination and 
programme management 

wildlife areas 

  Revisit the 
appointment of 
Honorary Officers to 
assist in law 
enforcement 

 Ensure full compliance 
with hunting 
regulations and quotas 
set 

elephant populations 

 Develop and implement 
an effective 
communication strategy 
for local, regional and 
international audiences 

of the plan 
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 Output#1: 

Law enforcement 

Output  #2: 

Biological monitoring and 
management 

Output  #3: 

Social, Economic and 
Cultural Framework 

Output #4: 

Building conservation capacity 

Output  #5:  

Coordination and 
programme management 

Key 
Performance 
Indicators 

  Number of dead 
elephants located each 
year  

  Number of dead 
elephants killed illegally  

 Percentage of animals 
from which tusks were 
recovered 

 Number of  elephant 
poachers arrested 

 Number of successful 
convictions  

  Number of poachers 
sentenced (and record 
of sentence severity)  

  Patrol effort and 
effectiveness indices 
(see sample reporting 
form) 

  Number of 
infringements of 
hunting regulations 

  ETIS law enforcement 
effort ratio 

 Number of ivory 
seizures (including 
number of tusks and 
weight) 

 Number of joint 
operations 

  

  Elephant population 
estimates and distribution 
from aerial surveys at least 
every three years for each of 
the four sub-populations 

  Records of all elephant 
deaths with data on dates, 
locations, cause of death, 
reason killed (trophy hunting, 
problem animal control, 
natural mortality, 
management, illegally killed 
elephants), age, sex, tusk 
size 

 Trophies taken as % of 
quota, and trend in trophy 
quality  

  Thresholds of potential 
concern established for each 
area and selected indicators 
of change monitored 

 Management actions taken in 
relation to TPCs being 
exceeded 

  Range expansion/contraction 
estimated from all available 
data 

  Use and effectiveness of 
corridors assessed, inter alia, 
from aerial surveys, ground 
sightings and reports, satellite 
collared animals 

 Reporting into international 
monitoring systems as 
required (e.g. AED, ETIS and 
MIKE) 

 Policy instruments that 
demonstrate and 
establish incentives to 
conserve elephants  

 Levels of private and 
community investment 
in elephant 
conservation measures 

 Annual record of 
distribution of elephant 
derived benefits 
(revenue, development 
projects, products 
received by 
beneficiaries) 

  Record of Human-
Elephant conflict 
incidents (in HEC 
Database) 

  Record of mitigation 
measures taken to 
reduce HEC (in HEC 
Database) 

  Levels of investment 
(funds and manpower) 
in mitigating HEC by 
ZPWMA, communities 
and partners 

  Number of poaching 
incidents/arrests based 
on prior information and 
leads from communities 
/ land holders.  

  Trends in elephant 
numbers in non-
protected areas 

  Annual funds and resources 
available for elephant 
conservation 

  Record of staff training and re-
training  

 Manpower density for protection 
of elephant (No of 
km2/operational field person) 

  Effective deployment of field 
staff  (e.g. % of available man 
days spent on patrol in the field) 

  Research person days spent 
on monitoring elephant 
population parameters in each 
population 

  Number of research-person 
days spent on monitoring / 
assessing elephant impacts in 
relation to TPCs 

  Number of researchers, 
programs and reports 

  Number of vehicle months 
available during the year 

 % of area that has secure VHF 
radio capacity 

 % of the year that the secure 
VHF radio system was 
functional 

 Number (or %?) of ranger 
stations in key population areas 
fully functional 

 Number of operational research 
facilities  

  National and regional 
committees functional and 
meeting at specified intervals 

 Committee meeting minutes 
with actionable points 
approved and circulated 
within one month of meeting 

  Record of attendance at and 
reporting to regional and 
international elephant 
conservation bodies of which 
Zimbabwe is a member 

 Elephant manager appointed 
with full terms of reference 

  Regular reports from 
elephant manager on 
implementation 
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 Output#1: 

Law enforcement 

Output  #2: 

Biological monitoring and 
management 

Output  #3: 

Social, Economic and 
Cultural Framework 

Output #4: 

Building conservation capacity 

Output  #5:  

Coordination and 
programme management 

Means of 
verifying 
KPIs 

 

  Numbers of dead 
elephants in various 
categories recorded at 
field stations, 
conservancies, and 
CAMPFIRE District 
Offices, compiled at 
regional and national 
levels and presented to 
the Regional and 
National Coordinating 
Committees (R&NCC) 
bi-annually 

 Arrests and convictions 
from Station and Area 
records and reports 
compiled and 
submitted to R&NCC 

  Patrol effort Indices - 
see under Component 
#4 

 Hunting regulation 
infringements derived 
from SOAZ/ZPHGA 
reports and from field 
station reports 
compiled and 
presented to R&NCC 

 ETIS law enforcement 
effort ratio available 
from TRAFFIC 

  Ivory seizure details 
from ivory stockpile 
records  

  Elephant population 
numbers, distribution, 
carcass ratios and trends 
from aerial survey reports 

  Elephant deaths and trophy 
quality - as for records under 
Law Enforcement with 
additional analysis of data 
and trends reported to the 
R&NCC bi-annually 

 Reports on Thresholds of 
Potential Concern where 
these have been established 

 Research and monitoring 
reports of elephant impacts in 
selected sites in relation to 
TPCs 

 Reports on elephant locations 
from ground and aerial 
sightings 

 Use of corridors based on 
field reports and studies of 
elephant movements using 
tracking devices 

 Copies of required reports 
sent to international 
monitoring systems 

  Documented policies 
and list of operating 
partnerships / joint 
ventures that promote 
elephant conservation 
& management 

  Record of investments 
in elephant 
conservation measures 
assembled by elephant 
programme 
manager/coordinator 

  Summaries from 
Human-Elephant 
Conflict database 
reported at Annual 
Meeting of R&NCC 

   Records and annual 
summary of arrests and 
poaching incidents 
intercepted based on 
leads provided by 
communities 

  Elephant censuses 
that have covered non-
protected areas 

 Record of funds available 
(USD) and investment by 
ZPWMA, Private sector, NGOS, 
and CAMPFIRE in elephant 
conservation measures 
(Compiled annually by Elephant 
Manager / Coordinator) 

 Consolidated record of number 
of field personnel and days 
operational (law enforcement, 
research & monitoring, elephant 
management) for each area in 
the elephant range compiled 
and reported on at annual 
planning meetings 

  Research reports and papers 
on elephant conservation and 
management 

  Records of vehicle months, 
VHF radio operation, fully 
functional stations, operating 
research facilities, compiled and 
consolidated at station, area 
and regional levels and 
reported on to the R&NCC bi-
annually 

 Record of meetings, minutes 
actions completed, 
attendance at national and 
regional committee meetings  

 Record of when minutes of 
meetings were completed and 
circulated 

  Date on which terms of 
reference for elephant 
management position were 
completed, date the position 
was filled and operational  

 Record of reports by the 
person in the elephant 
management position 
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 Output#1: 

Law enforcement 

Output  #2: 

Biological monitoring and 
management 

Output  #3: 

Social, Economic and 
Cultural Framework 

Output #4: 

Building conservation capacity 

Output  #5:  

Coordination and 
programme management 

Note:  It will be necessary to design record sheets that serve to standardise the manner in which records are maintained at f ield station, area, and regional levels so that 
they can be combined and summarised in a consistent manner to provide clear and transparent national level indicators of progress in the conservation and management of 
elephant from year to year.  An example of one such form for law enforcement effort is provided below.  The forms being used at MIKE sites may also be used more widely. 
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3 
This is actual patrolling effort expressed in patrol man-days carried out per year (not total staff x 
365 days)  

4 
This is the average number of men (including deployments from other areas) in the field at any 
one time 

5 
Each vehicle available for law enforcement operations should be multiplied by the number of 
months it was available for field operations 

6 e.g. if only three-quarters of the area has VHF radio reception then this figure will be 75   

7 
e.g. if the VHF radio system was only functional for 3 months of the year then this figure would be 
25   

8 
Refers to the number of times the local community (not paid informers) volunteered information 
on actual or potential incursions of elephant/rhino poachers, and/or freely provided 
information/help leading to interception/ arrests  

9 
Refers to infringements of the regulations by safari operators/hunters/guides (e.g. shooting under 
age trophies, exceeding quotas, transfers of quotas from other areas, hunting from vehicles, etc. 
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Annex VIII – Comments received during document review 
 
A small number of comments were received during the review of the summary report 
that represented new thoughts or ideas that had not been raised during the 
workshop. As this report represents a summary of the discussions of the workshop, 
these points have not been integrated into the above report. However, they are 
summarized below. 
 
It was suggested that it may be helpful to have a facilitated workshop that would 
bring together all Area Managers across the country to share ideas, and discuss 
their challenges and successes.   
 
While trophy hunting is not a management option in Mana Pools National Park, it 
was suggested that the Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe (SOAZ) was an 
important stakeholder, particularly in collaboration with neighbouring Safari Areas, 
and that there could be significant scope for complementary action and collaboration 
with the safari operators in the Lower Zambezi Valley.  This could include 
enhancement of communication, periodic meetings, and adjustments to concession 
agreements.  
 
Comments on the draft summary report were received from  

 S. Chibaya 

 T. Chipere 

 J. Gutu 

 C. Jones 

 R. Maasdorp 

 R. Miliyasi 

 L. Muller 

 M. Pani 

 J. Stander 

 L. Taylor 

 C. van der Riet 
 
 











































































Detection of anthropogenic mortality in elephant Loxodonta africana
populations: a long-term case study from the Sebungwe region
of Zimbabwe

Kevin M. Dunham

Abstract A survey of the Sebungwe elephant Loxodonta

africana population in Zimbabwe in 2006 revealed a large

rise in the number of dead elephants. The estimated

number of carcasses increased .16-fold from 1989 to

2006 and the carcass ratio (number of all elephant

carcasses as a percentage of the number of all elephants)

rose from 1.25 to 15.4%. The ratio for fresh or recent

carcasses, which reflected the mortality rate during

the survey year, increased from 0.19 to 1.70% during

1995-2006. Records of elephants killed before 1995 were

supplemented with estimates of the numbers killed after

1995, with these estimates increasing exponentially, as

did the observed number of fresh or recent carcasses.

A maximum likelihood analysis to compare population

models revealed that the best fit to the survey estimates

of this closed population was a model that started with

9,500 elephants in 1979 and that each year increased at

4.02% and decreased by the number killed, with the

number killed annually increasing at 23.5% per year after

1995. A rise in anthropogenic mortality, mostly due to

poaching, caused the increase in carcass numbers observed

after 1999. Since 1997 the mortality rate of elephants in

the National Parks and Safari Areas in the Sebungwe has

been positively correlated with the observed number of

poachers’ camps. Anthropogenic mortality is now great

enough to keep the elephant population approximately

constant at 14,000-16,000 animals. The population num-

ber was also constant (at a lower level) during the 1980s,

when elephants were culled and the sale of meat, hides

and ivory covered the costs of elephant management but

there have been no recent culls, partly because the ivory

trade ban prevents tusks from culled elephants being

sold to offset the costs of management. This study

illustrates the value of a long-term data set collected

with consistent techniques, and including data on other

species and the environment collected at no extra cost

under the financial umbrella of a charismatic species.

Keywords Aerial survey, carcass, elephant, Loxodonta

africana, MIKE, poaching, population model, Zimbabwe.

Introduction

The African elephant Loxodonta africana is categorized as

Vulnerable on the IUCN Red List (IUCN, 2007) and

international trade in ivory is banned except for occasional

sales by the management authorities of some southern

African countries. However, the ban and the sales are

controversial (Reeve et al., 2003), with some range states

supporting the resumption of the ivory trade as a means

to provide funds for conservation and to protect wood-

lands. Although ivory sales by Namibia, Botswana and

South Africa were approved in principle by CITES in

2002, these sales are conditional on the ability of the

Monitoring of Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) pro-

gramme (CITES, 2004) to establish up-to-date and com-

prehensive data on elephant poaching and populations.

The 2006 survey of the closed population of elephants

in the Sebungwe region of Zimbabwe, a mosaic of

national parks, safari areas and communal lands, re-

vealed that since 2001 there had been a large increase in

the number of elephant carcasses, but no decrease in the

number of live elephants. The Sebungwe survey pro-

gramme commenced in 1979 but despite the consider-

able effort that has gone into it, the population trend has

been unclear, being described as stable but with the

possibility of a slight increase (Price Waterhouse, 1996;

Cumming & Lynam, 1997), or as stable or declining

(Hoare, 1998). Prior to 1980 the number of elephants in

the Sebungwe increased at c. 5% annually (Cumming,

1981) and, since the last cull in 1992, mortality was

thought to be low (Hoare, 2000). Hence, if the popula-

tion growth rate was still 5% the Sebungwe elephants

should have almost doubled in number since 1992.

This study of the long-term trends in the Sebungwe

elephant population was undertaken to address two

questions: (1) Why was there a large increase in the

number of elephant carcasses between 2001 and 2006

Kevin M. Dunham PO Box CH385, Chisipite, Harare, Zimbabwe. E-mail

faykevin@zol.co.zw

Received 12 March 2007. Revision requested 15 May 2007.

Accepted 25 June 2007.

ª 2008 FFI, Oryx, 42(1), 36 48 doi:10.1017/S0030605308000471 Printed in the United Kingdom

Oryx Vol 42 No 1 January 2008

36



but no decrease in the number of live elephants? (2)

What is the current trend of the Sebungwe elephant

population and, if the population growth rate is not

c. 5% as it was before 1980, why has it changed?

A simple population model was used to mimic the

observed trends in the Sebungwe elephant population,

and then the mortality rate in the modelled population was

compared with the observed trend in the number of

elephant carcasses. The relevance of this study goes beyond

both Sebungwe and its elephant population, and relates to

the credibility of sample surveys for monitoring long-term

trends in the numbers of savannah elephants and other

large herbivores in Africa and beyond. The international

attention attracted by elephant poaching during the 1970s

(Cumming et al., 1990) and the 1989 ivory trade ban has

caused the African elephant to be probably the best

monitored of the world’s widely-distributed large mam-

mals (Blanc et al., 2004). Sample surveys are often used

to census elephants and are a recommended technique

for the MIKE programme (Craig, undated).

Study area

The Sebungwe study area covers c. 15,000 km2 in north-

west Zimbabwe, with the southern shore of the man-

made Lake Kariba as its northern boundary (Fig. 1). The

Fig. 1 The Sebungwe region (the insert shows its location in north west Zimbabwe). The region includes two National Parks (NP), two

Safari Areas (SA) and a Forest Area (FA). The remainder of the region is communal land. To the south and the east the boundary of the

study area (bold solid line) is the line of the old northern Sebungwe game fence.
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topography varies from almost flat in the unflooded

sections of the Zambezi Valley, through undulating hills,

to steep escarpments. Mostly-seasonal rivers flow gen-

erally north-westwards into Lake Kariba. The natural

vegetation is mostly Brachystegia and Julbernardia wood-

land on higher ground with shallow, light-textured soils,

and Colophospermum mopane woodland on heavier soils

on valley floors, with riparian woodland along rivers

and streamlines, and small areas of thickets and grass-

lands (Timberlake et al., 1993). Generally, the region

experiences a hot wet season during November-April,

a cool dry season during May-July and a hot dry season

during August-October. Annual rainfall at the Sengwa

Wildlife Research Institute in the south of the area

averaged 668 mm (range 288 1,026 mm) during 1965-

1996 (Osborn, 1998). Even at the end of the dry season

few parts of the Sebungwe are .10 km from drinking

water for elephants (Cumming, 1981).

The Sebungwe contains a mosaic of protected areas

(Chizarira National Park, 1,910 km2; Matusadona Na-

tional Park, 1,407 km2; Chirisa Safari Area, 1,713 km2;

Chete Safari Area, 1,081 km2; collectively known as Parks

and Wildlife estate), Sijarira Forest Area (c. 270 km2) and

communal lands. Cumming (1981) described the history

of land use before 1980, noting how the region’s elephants

became isolated from other populations by the flooding

of the Zambezi Valley following completion of Kariba

Dam in 1958, and by a tsetse fly (Glossina spp.) control

programme that involved the erection during 1956-1969

of game fences to the south and east of the study area

and the shooting of .2,600 elephants outside the south-

ern boundary of the study area. Later, many people

moved into the area and now people and domestic

livestock occupy much of the communal land, and large

areas of woodland have been cleared for subsistence and

small-scale commercial agriculture (Cumming & Lynam,

1997). Consequently, the elephant population has been

compressed into the Parks and Wildlife estate and those

communal areas where the density of people is low

(Hoare, 1999; Hoare & du Toit, 1999). The close proximity

of people and elephants prompted the establishment of

community-based natural resource management pro-

grammes (CAMPFIRE; Martin, 1986). The Sebungwe in-

cludes the MIKE study site of Nyami Nyami (CITES, 2004).

Since 1980 elephant management in the Sebungwe has

included sport hunting in Chirisa and Chete Safari Areas, in

CAMPFIRE areas, and in Sijarira Forest Area, the shooting

of problem animals, and the shooting of entire herds (culls)

to reduce elephant numbers in the two National Parks and

in Chirisa Safari Area during the 1980s and early 1990s.

However, the boundaries of the different land-use catego-

ries are largely artificial and elephants can and do move

freely between the National Parks (where they are legally

protected), the Forest and Safari Areas (where small

numbers of elephants and other large mammals are hunted

annually under licence by sport hunters), and the commu-

nal lands (where sport hunting also occurs, and where

people, cultivation and domestic livestock are present but

at variable densities; Hoare & du Toit, 1999).

Methods

Elephant surveys

The first rigorous census of the Sebungwe elephants was

in 1979 (Cumming, 1981). Since then, similar sample

aerial surveys have been undertaken regularly during

the dry season by the Parks and Wild Life Management

Authority (formerly the Department of National Parks &

Wild Life Management), often in partnership with the

WWF Southern African Regional Programme Office

(references in Table 1). The methods were those recom-

mended for surveys of large African herbivores (Jolly,

1969; Norton-Griffiths, 1978). Dunham et al. (2006) detail

the methods. Observers searched for elephants and

elephant carcasses but other large herbivores, wild and

domestic, and items of interest, e.g. poachers’ camps,

were also counted. Attempts were made to ensure that

observer bias was minimized, and approximately con-

stant between years, by employing keen, experienced,

volunteer observers of proven ability and immune to

airsickness, and ensuring that search intensity and the

widths of search strips were approximately constant

between years. Early during the survey programme

strata boundaries varied between years, as more in-

formation about elephant distribution became available.

But since a 1996 review of elephant censusing in

Zimbabwe (Price Waterhouse, 1996), techniques have

been standardized, thereby facilitating between-year

comparisons. The scale of each survey is illustrated by

the 2006 census, which involved 72.6 hours of flying,

and searching 15% of the 15,622 km2 survey area (di-

vided into 26 strata, with 24 strata sampled with

systematically-arranged transects and two with blocks;

Dunham et al., 2006).

Data sources

Surveys were conducted in 20 years during 1980-2006

and I extracted data on elephants and carcasses from the

published reports, and from Price Waterhouse’s (1996)

summary (Table 1). The number of domestic cattle in the

Parks and Wildlife estate provides one index of illegal

activities. Since 1997 the reports have included the

estimated number of poachers’ camps and this estimate

provides a second index.

The number of elephants recorded killed by people

each year in the Sebungwe for whatever reason, legal or

illegal, is given by Martin (1992a) for 1960-1991 and by

K. M. Dunham38
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Booth et al. (1996) for 1960-1995. The number killed

annually was usually ,100, except during 1980-1981,

1984-1986 and 1991-1992 when .2,000 elephants in total

were culled. Martin’s (1992a) numbers of those killed

during 1989-1991 are greater than Booth et al.’s (1996) and

I have used the greater numbers because other sources

(Payne, 1998) suggest these are more likely to be correct.

Data evaluation

Prior to 1996 the area of the Sebungwe elephant range that

was surveyed varied greatly from year to year (Table 1).

Parts of the Parks and Wildlife estate (which contains 65-

70% of the region’s elephants; Martin & Taylor, 1983) were

not surveyed during some years. Hence, my analysis

included only post-1979 surveys that (1) sampled all of

Matusadona and Chizarira National Parks, and Chirisa

and Chete Safari Areas, and (2) surveyed a total area

.12,500 km2, i.e. .80% of the Sebungwe elephant range.

Surveys during 13 years met these conditions.

Preliminary inspection of the elephant data revealed

that the annual rate of population growth between

consecutive surveys varied from 24% during 1997-1998

to +58% during 1998-1999. The latter rate is not credible

for a closed population of elephants, and further in-

spection revealed that of seven large herbivores with

populations of .1,000 during 1997, six (elephant, buffalo

Syncerus caffer, sable Hippotragus niger, kudu Tragelaphus

strepsiceros, waterbuck Kobus ellipsiprymnus and zebra

Equus burchelli) supposedly experienced a decline of

.21% between 1997 and 1998, and then an increase of

.58% between 1998 and 1999. Increases of this size are

not biologically possible in closed populations of these

species and the most likely explanation for these obser-

vations is that there was marked under-counting bias

during the 1998 survey, which I eliminated from the data

set. Twelve surveys remained in this set and the annual

rate of population increase between consecutive surveys

varied from 21 to +12%.

Elephant carcasses

The time since death was recorded approximately for

each elephant carcass by the observers, who allocated

each carcass to an age category (Douglas-Hamilton &

Hillman, 1981), with category 1 representing fresh car-

casses, category 2 recent carcasses, and category 3 old

carcasses. Generally, category 1 and 2 carcasses were

elephants that died during the year of the survey (mostly

since the end of the rainy season) and category 3 carcasses

were elephants that died either during earlier years, or

possibly during the previous rainy season. Carcasses at

cull sites were not recorded as carcasses during surveys

(Gibson, 1989).

Table 1 Summary of the sample aerial surveys of elephants in the Sebungwe region of Zimbabwe during 1980 2006. There were no surveys

in 1986, 1990, 2000 or 2002 2005.

Year Size of survey area (km2) Estimated number of elephants Variance of estimate Source

1980 14,107 11,144 1,308,204 Cumming & Taylor (1997)

1981 12,865 8,797 712,609 Cumming & Taylor (1997)

1982 5,715 6,111 * Price Waterhouse (1996)

1983 14,871 9,302 683,557 Cumming & Taylor (1997)

1984 6,027 5,958 * Price Waterhouse (1996)

1985 6,038 5,150 * Price Waterhouse (1996)

1987 6,069 3,208 * Price Waterhouse (1996)

1988 13,7081 7,065 866,761 Gibson (1988)

1989 12,567 13,290 3,429,431 Gibson (1989)

1991 15,118 13,533 1,996,936 Taylor et al. (1992)

1992 8,536 9,254 1,244,376 Taylor & Mackie (1993)

1993 15,862 10,836 1,253,468 Cumming et al. (1997)

1994 10,7332 8,596 632,651 Mackie (1994)

1995 15,685 11,797 994,141 Mackie (1995)3

1996 15,403 13,257 900,886 Mackie (1997)

1997 15,597 13,388 419,501 Mackie (1998)

1998 15,577 10,144 360,146 Mackie (1999)

1999 15,620 16,022 1,525,235 Dunham (1999)

2001 15,622 13,988 1,146,213 Mackie (2002)

2006 15,622 15,024 1,164,503 Dunham et al. (2006)

*Not given
1Highlands of Matusadona National Park were not surveyed; the peak population estimate for this 1,010 km2 stratum was 1,628 elephants

during 1997.
2Matusadona National Park was not surveyed
3With corrections to the carcass estimate
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The survey reports usually gave the carcass ratio sensu

Douglas-Hamilton & Burrill (1991; although it is a per-

centage, not a ratio), which is the estimated number of

all elephant carcasses as a percentage of the estimated

number of all elephants (i.e. live plus dead). This all-

carcass ratio is an index of the elephant mortality rate

(excluding mortality due to culls) during the several

years prior to the survey. If the reports included data on

carcass categories, I calculated the category 1+2 carcass

ratio, which is an index of the elephant mortality rate

during the year of the survey (excluding deaths due to

culls but including all other causes, natural and anthro-

pogenic). The category 1+2 carcass ratio is defined as the

estimated number of elephant carcasses in age category

1 or 2, expressed as a percentage of the sum of this

number and the estimated number of live elephants. I

calculated the 1+2 carcass ratio for the entire Sebungwe,

and separate ratios for the Parks and Wildlife estate and

the communal lands.

Population trend analysis

The observed trend in the elephant population was

determined by regressing the natural logarithms of the

population estimates against time (Caughley, 1977). The

slope of this line is the exponential rate of population

increase per annum (r) but here population growth rates

are presented as percentages (5 100(er 1)), which are

generally easier to understand. Statistical analyses were

conducted using SYSTAT (Wilkinson, 1997). Regression

analysis was also used to determine trends in carcass

numbers and ratios. Trends were regarded as statisti-

cally significant if the slope of a regression line was

significantly different from zero. Two population esti-

mates were regarded as significantly different if their

95% confidence intervals did not overlap.

Population model

The number of elephants in the Sebungwe was mimicked

with a model that started with an assumed population

number, and determined elephant number during the

following year by increasing the starting population by

an assumed population growth rate, and then reducing it

by the number killed during that year (Martin, 1992b).

Thus Nt 5 [(1 + r/100). Nt�1] Ct, where Nt 5 number

of elephants in year t, Ct 5 number of elephants killed

during year t, and r 5 mean rate of population increase

per year, as a percentage (where (1 + r/100) 5 k, the

growth multiplier (Caughley, 1977)).

The trend in the number of elephants predicted by

a model was compared to the survey estimates of

elephant number using Martin’s (1992b) maximum

likelihood estimator (Appendix). The outcome of this

analysis is an estimator that equals one if the predicted

and estimated numbers are identical during all survey

years, and declines towards zero the less perfect the fit

between the predicted and estimated numbers. For

convenience, this estimator is multiplied by 1,000 to

give an index value. When several models are com-

pared, the one that gives the greatest index value is the

model that provides the best fit to the survey estimates.

I considered the possibility that additional elephants

may have been killed before 1995 and that the real

number killed may have been greater than the recorded

number. During the first phase of the modelling the

model was run for 1979-1995 and the Microsoft Excel

add-in Solver was used to determine the values of the

starting population during 1979, the population growth

rate and the number of additional (unrecorded) ele-

phants shot annually during 1980-1995 that maximized

the index value. The initial assumed starting population

was 10,000 and constrained to be an integer $8,000 and

#12,000, as estimated by a 1979 survey (Cumming, 1981).

The initial assumed mean growth rate of the population

was 3.5% annually (and constrained to be $0 and #7%).

The initial assumed number of additional elephants

killed annually was 100 (and constrained to be an integer

$0 and #200). Executing Solver was equivalent to

running a series of models with different combinations

of a starting population, a growth rate and a number of

additional elephants killed. There were seven surveys

during 1980-95, and to determine the robustness of the

conclusions the procedure was repeated seven times,

each time dropping a different survey estimate from the

calculation of Martin’s (1992b) index value.

The first phase of the modelling revealed that the fit of

the predicted population numbers to the survey esti-

mates during 1980-1995 was not improved by assuming

that unrecorded elephants were killed during this period.

Hence, during the second phase I assumed that the

numbers killed during 1980-1995 were the recorded

numbers. However, there are no published records of

the numbers killed during 1996-2006 and I assumed that

the number killed annually after 1995 may have in-

creased. The model was run for 1979-2006 and Solver

used to determine the values of the starting population

during 1979, the population growth rate and the expo-

nential rate of increase in the number of elephants killed

annually after 1995 that maximized Martin’s index

value. The initial assumed exponential rate of increase

in the number of elephants killed annually was zero,

equivalent to a constant number killed each year after

1995, and the exponential constant was constrained to be

$0 and #0.5. There were 12 surveys during 1980-2006

and to determine the robustness of the conclusions the

procedure was repeated 12 times, each time dropping

a different survey estimate from the calculation of the

index value.

K. M. Dunham40

ª 2008 FFI, Oryx, 42(1), 36 48







increased between 2001 and 2006 (Fig. 4a). The elephant

mortality rate in the Parks and Wildlife estate during

any survey year (as indexed by the category 1+2 carcass

ratio) was significantly and positively correlated with

the number of poachers’ camps in the estate during the

same year (Fig. 4b).

Discussion

Trends in the Sebungwe elephant population

The trend of the modelled population that gave the

best fit to the survey estimates (Fig. 2) is likely to be

a reasonable representation of the trend exhibited by the

Table 3 Parameters for elephant population models for 1979 2006 that assumed that the number of elephants killed annually after 1995 may

have increased exponentially. A series of models was run using different combinations of an assumed starting population, an assumed

growth rate and an assumed rate of increase in the number of elephants killed annually after 1995. This table gives the parameters for the

model that provided the best fit of the predicted population numbers to the estimated numbers. Index values were calculated first using all

survey estimates and then recalculated 12 times, each time dropping one estimate from the calculation. When the 2006 estimate was dropped

the predicted population trend line did not pass through the confidence interval of the 2006 survey estimate. The mean values are for the

models selected using the reduced data sets for the analysis, but excluding the model selected when the 2006 estimate was dropped.

Survey year

dropped from

index value

calculation

Peak

index value

Starting population

number during 1979

Population mean

growth rate (% per yr)

Rate of increase in

number of elephants

killed annually after

1995 (% per yr)

none * 9,501 4.02 23.5

1980 8.02 9,049 4.38 25.6

1981 2.98 9,870 3.74 21.7

1983 3.98 9,934 3.70 21.6

1989 5.00 9,380 4.10 23.7

1991 7.39 9,355 4.10 23.4

1993 3.08 9,572 4.00 23.9

1995 2.97 9,531 4.04 24.3

1996 2.02 9,500 4.01 23.2

1997 1.98 9,496 4.04 23.8

1999 6.86 9,601 3.86 21.3

2001 2.91 9,394 4.16 24.7

2006 2.19 9,421 4.14 38.0

Mean (excluding when 2006 dropped) 9,517 4.01 23.4

*Not given because this index value was calculated as the product of 12 relative values and so cannot be compared with the other index

values in this table, which were calculated as the product of 11 relative values.

Table 2 Parameters for elephant population models for 1979 1995 that assumed that the number killed annually during 1980 1995 may have

been greater than the number recorded killed. A series of models was run using different combinations of an assumed starting population, an

assumed growth rate, and an assumed number of additional (unrecorded) elephants killed. This table gives the parameters for the model that

provided the best fit of the predicted population numbers to the estimated numbers. Index values were calculated first using all survey

estimates and then recalculated seven times, each time dropping one estimate from the calculation. The mean values are for models selected

using index values calculated with only six survey estimates.

Survey year

dropped from

index value

calculation

Peak

index value

Starting population

number during 1979

Population mean

growth rate (% per yr)

Number of additional

elephants killed annually

during 1980 1995

none * 9,603 3.77 0

1980 34.7 9,066 4.30 0

1981 15.7 10,105 3.33 0

1983 19.4 10,089 3.39 0

1989 26.5 9,517 3.76 0

1991 50.5 9,552 3.60 0

1993 12.4 9,574 3.96 0

1995 12.1 9,464 4.17 0

Mean 9,624 3.78 0

*Not given because this index value was calculated as the product of seven relative values and so cannot be compared with the other index

values in this table, which were calculated as the product of six relative values.
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some natural deaths. There are no published data on the

numbers shot by Parks and Wild Life Management

Authority staff for rations, or staff training. Despite gaps

in the data, it is most unlikely that the increase in

elephant mortality since 1999 can be accounted for by

the legal killing of elephants.

The significant and positive correlation between the

elephant mortality rate in the Parks and Wildlife estate

and the number of poachers’ camps there strongly

implies that, at least within the estate, the increase in

elephant mortality was due to poaching. A simultaneous

increase in the number of domestic cattle illegally in the

estate, and the recent presence of cattle-drawn carts

(Dunham et al., 2006), suggests that the problem was not

just elephant poaching but a wider problem of a lack of

law enforcement. Zimbabwe’s capacity to provide effec-

tive law enforcement in the Parks and Wildlife estate is

constrained by small budgets (Cumming & Jones, 2005),

often compounded by inappropriate allocations of re-

sources (Attwell & Cotterill, 2000).

That the sharp rises in the mortality rates of elephants

in the Parks and Wildlife estate and in the communal

lands occurred at different times may suggest different

causes. However, the limited records of elephant offtake

in the Sebungwe communal lands during 1996-2006

provide no evidence of a major rise in the legal offtake

(O. Ndoro, pers. comm.). One could speculate that

poaching caused both rises but that extensive poaching

started in the communal lands before the 2001 survey

and in the Parks and Wildlife estate afterwards.

Conservation implications

That the number of dead elephants within an area can

increase significantly without the number of live ones

declining may appear counter-intuitive, and could be

dismissed as erroneous, especially if survey techniques

are not consistent. In the Sebungwe a population that

had been increasing was subjected to additional illegal

hunting, hence the extra carcasses, which caused the

population number to level off. The value of a long-term

data set is further emphasized when additional infor-

mation is collected during surveys so that temporal and

spatial trends in the numbers of elephants and other

large herbivores can be related to trends in, for example,

human density, woodland clearance and domestic live-

stock (Cumming & Lynam, 1997). The elephant enjoys

a high international profile and the Sebungwe surveys

were often funded specifically to census elephants:

additional data, on other species and the environment,

were collected at no extra cost under the financial

umbrella of the charismatic study species. The methods

used here to determine the long-term trend in elephant

number can be extended to these other species and any

population censused in a consistent manner for a reason-

able period.

In future both the all-carcass ratio and the category

1+2 carcass ratio should be reported for elephant sur-

veys. As an index of the mortality rate the all-carcass

ratio can suggest a trend in a population even when

survey data are too few or too variable to reveal one

(Douglas-Hamilton & Burrill, 1991). But because the all-

carcass ratio represents the mortality rate during an

unknown period prior to the survey, it reveals only the

recent trend, at least in general terms, not necessarily the

current trend. The category 1+2 carcass ratio, as an index

of the mortality rate during the survey year, is more

useful in revealing the current trend. This is well

illustrated for the Sebungwe: while the all-carcass ratio

was 21% greater during 2001 than during any previous

survey, the category 1+2 carcass ratio was 193% greater.

The category 1+2 carcass ratio reveals that the rise in the

mortality rate of the Sebungwe elephants commenced

before 2001, useful information that was inadequately

captured by the all-carcass ratio.

Surveys of other elephant populations are needed to

determine if the poaching upsurge is confined to the

Sebungwe, or a national problem, or a continent-wide

problem. Zimbabwe’s elephants in north-west Matabele-

land and Gonarezhou were last surveyed in 2001 and

plans to re-survey them in 2006 were postponed. Zim-

babwe’s fourth major elephant population, in the un-

flooded Middle Zambezi Valley, was surveyed during

2005 but the report is still (December 2007) awaited.

Media reports that at least some poaching in the Se-

bungwe is conducted by Zambian nationals suggest that

there is an international dimension to the poaching and

that it is not simply a local breakdown in law enforce-

ment. That the Sebungwe elephant poaching may be

part of a wider problem is also implied by an analysis

of the Elephant Trade Information System records of

world-wide seizures of illegal ivory, which suggest that

the illicit trade in ivory is once again increasing (Milliken

et al., 2007). The MIKE programme has yet to report on

temporal trends in poaching (CITES, 2004, 2007).

This study provides no support for claims that varia-

tions in natural mortality, the inter-calving interval and

the age at sexual maturity make significant contributions

to the variation in the observed trends in southern

African elephant populations (van Aarde & Jackson,

2007). The Sebungwe contains a matrix of land use

types, without artificial waterpoints for wildlife or

fences to limit dispersal but despite this the variation

in the trend of the elephant population since 1980, and

before (Cumming, 1981), appears to be mostly due to

fluctuations in the level of anthropogenic mortality.

Although the Sebungwe population has now been

stabilized by this mortality, the overall mean density of
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elephants in the protected areas is greater than that

which is likely to permit the recovery of woodlands that

have been converted to shrublands by elephants (Martin

et al., 1989). Zimbabwe’s elephant policy calls for ele-

phant density in protected areas to be kept below levels

that ‘compromise biodiversity’ (Department of National

Parks & Wild Life Management, undated), in practice

,0.75 elephants km-2 (D.H.M. Cumming, pers. comm.).

During most of the 1980s elephant number in the

Sebungwe was kept approximately constant by culling,

with the sale of meat, hides and ivory from culled

elephants covering the costs of elephant management.

However, there have been no recent culls, partly because

the ivory trade ban prevents tusks from culled elephants

being sold to offset the costs of management and pro-

tection. Although poachers are now limiting the Se-

bungwe elephant population, the current number

(14,000-16,000) is greater than during the 1980s (9,000-

11,000). Thus, the advent of the ivory trade ban was

followed by an increased density of elephants and

presumably by greater impacts on the woody vegeta-

tion, already seriously modified by elephants. If there is

a continued absence of effective law enforcement,

poachers rather than managers may be responsible for

reducing elephant density in the Sebungwe to that set by

the national policy. It will be ironic if a consequence of

the ivory trade ban is more poaching, rather than less.

The credibility of the Sebungwe surveys is confirmed:

there is no contradiction between the increase observed

during 2006 in the number of dead elephants and the

approximately constant population of live elephants.

The carcasses represented what would have been an

increase in the live population if there had not been

additional mortality, mainly due to poaching, after 1999.

During the 1990s the number of elephants was increas-

ing but by 2006 the number killed annually was high

enough to keep the population number constant.

Acknowledgements

I thank Rowan Martin, Abel Khumalo, Jon Cadd, Russell

Taylor and Onias Ndoro for help in various ways, and

Fay Robertson and David Cumming for criticisms of

earlier drafts. Many people have contributed to the

Sebungwe surveys: I mention especially Ian Coulson,

Timothy Chifamba, Andrew Masarirevhu and Jill Adair,

all of whom died as a consequence of the crash of the

survey plane in 1994.

References

Attwell, C.A.M. & Cotterill, F.P.D. (2000) Postmodernism and
African conservation science. Biodiversity and Conservation, 9,
559 577.

Blanc, J.J., Barnes, R.F.W., Craig, G.C., Douglas Hamilton, I.,
Dublin, H.T., Hart, J.A. & Thouless, C.R. (2004) Changes in
elephant numbers in major savanna populations in eastern
and southern Africa. Pachyderm, 38, 19 28.

Booth, V.R., Martin, R.B., Child, B. & Chingwendere, L. (1996)
The number of elephants killed in Zimbabwe: 1960 1995. In
Elephant Management in Zimbabwe, 3rd edition (eds R.B. Martin,
G.C. Craig & V.R. Booth), pp. 45 49. Department of National
Parks and Wild Life Management, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Caughley, G. (1977) Analysis of Vertebrate Populations. J. Wiley &
Sons, Chichester, UK.

CITES (2004) Monitoring of Illegal Hunting in Elephant Range
States. A Report to the 13th meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to CITES. CoP13 Doc. 29.3. CITES Secretariat, Geneva,
Switzerland.

CITES (2007) Monitoring of Illegal Hunting in Elephant Range
States. A Report to the 14th meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to CITES. CoP14 Doc. 53.3. CITES Secretariat, Geneva,
Switzerland.

Craig, G.C. (undated) Aerial Survey Standards for the MIKE
Programme. CITES MIKE Programme, Nairobi, Kenya.

Craig, G.C. (1989) Population dynamics of elephants. In
Elephant Management in Zimbabwe (eds R.B. Martin, G.C.
Craig & V.R. Booth), pp. 67 72. Department of National
Parks and Wild Life Management, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Cumming, D.H.M. (1981) The management of elephant and
other large mammals in Zimbabwe. In Problems in
Management of Locally Abundant Wild Mammals (eds P.A.
Jewell, S. Holt & D. Hart), pp. 91 118. Academic Press,
New York, USA.

Cumming, D.H.M., Du Toit, R.F. & Stuart, S.N. (1990) African
Elephants and Rhinos. Status Survey and Conservation Action

Plan. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland.
Cumming, D. & Jones, B. (2005) Elephants in Southern Africa:

Management Issues and Options. WWF SARPO Occasional
Paper 11. WWF SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Cumming, D.H.M. & Lynam, T.J.P. (eds) (1997) Land Use Changes,

Wildlife Conservation and Utilisation, and the Sustainability of
Agro ecosystems in the Zambezi Valley. Final Technical Report,
Volumes 1 7. WWF SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Cumming, D.H.M. & Taylor, R.D. (1997) Aerial census
summaries: 1980 1996. In Land Use Changes, Wildlife
Conservation and Utilisation, and the Sustainability of Agro

ecosystems in the Zambezi Valley (eds D.H.M. Cumming & T.J.P.
Lynam), annex 5.1.4. Final Technical Report. WWF SARPO,
Harare, Zimbabwe.

Cumming, D.H.M., Taylor, R.D. & Mackie, C.S. (1997) Aerial
census of wild and domestic larger herbivores in the
Sebungwe region of Zimbabwe: September 1993. In Land Use
Changes, Wildlife Conservation and Utilisation, and the

Sustainability of Agro ecosystems in the Zambezi Valley (eds
D.H.M. Cumming & T.J.P. Lynam), annex 5.1.2. Final
Technical Report. WWF SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Department of National Parks and Wild Life Management
(undated) [1997?] The Policy and Plan for Elephant Management

in Zimbabwe. Department of National Parks and Wild Life
Management, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Douglas Hamilton, I. & Burrill, A. (1991) Using elephant carcass
ratios to determine population trends. In African Wildlife:

Research and Management (eds F.I.B. Kayanja & E.L. Edroma),
pp. 98 105. International Council of Scientific Unions, Paris,
France.

Douglas Hamilton, I. & Hillman, A.K.K. (1981) Elephant
carcasses and skeletons as indicators of population trends. In

K. M. Dunham46

ª 2008 FFI, Oryx, 42(1), 36 48



Low Level Aerial Survey Techniques. Report of An International
Workshop, 6 11 November 1981, Nairobi, pp. 113 129. ILCA
Monograph 4. International Livestock Centre for Africa,
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.

Dunham, K.M. (1999) Aerial Census of Elephants and other
Large Herbivores in the Sebungwe Region, Zimbabwe: 1999.
WWF SARPO Project Paper 72. WWF SARPO, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Dunham, K.M., Mackie, C.S., Musemburi, O.C., Chipesi, D.M.,
Chiweshe, N.C., Taylor, R.D. et al. (2006) Aerial Survey of

Elephants and other Large Herbivores in the Sebungwe Region,

Zimbabwe: 2006. WWF SARPO Occasional Paper 12. WWF
SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Gibson, D.St.C. (1988) Aerial Census of Larger Mammals in the

Sebungwe Region September/October 1988. Department of
National Parks and Wild Life Management, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Gibson, D.St.C. (1989) Aerial Census of Larger Mammals in the

National Parks Estate of Zimbabwe August October 1989.
Department of National Parks and Wild Life Management,
Harare, Zimbabwe.

Gough, K.F. & Kerley, G.I.H. (2006) Demography and
population dynamics in the elephants Loxodonta africana of
Addo Elephant National Park, South Africa: is there evidence
of density dependent regulation? Oryx, 40, 434 441.

Grobbelaar, C. & Masulani, R. (2003) Review of Offtake Quotas,

Trophy Quality and ’Catch Effort’ Across the Four Main Wildlife
Species Elephant, Buffalo, Lion and Leopard. Unpublished
Report. WWF SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Hoare, R.E. (1998) Human elephant interactions at the
ecosystem level. Pachyderm, 25, 41 42.

Hoare, R.E. (1999) Determinants of human elephant conflict in
a land use mosaic. Journal of Applied Ecology, 36, 689 700.

Hoare, R.E. (2000) Effects of habitat on visibility of elephants
during aerial census. Pachyderm, 29, 25 28.

Hoare, R.E. & du Toit, J.T. (1999) Coexistence between people
and elephants in African savannas. Conservation Biology, 13,
633 639.

IUCN (2007) 2007 IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. IUCN,
Gland, Switzerland. Http://www.iucnredlist.org [accessed
12 December 2007].

Jolly, G.M. (1969) Sampling methods for aerial censuses of
wildlife populations. East African Agriculture and Forestry

Journal, 34, 46 49.
Leggett, K.E.A. (1994) Implications of the Drought on Elephants in

Gonarezhou National Park: A Preliminary Report on the Raleigh
International Expeditions 93K and 94B to Gonarezhou National

Park, September 1993 to May 1994. Unpublished Report to the
Department of National Parks and Wild Life Management,
Harare, Zimbabwe.

Mackie, C. (1994) Aerial Census of Elephant and other Large

Herbivores in Selected Areas of the Parks and Wildlife Estate and

Communal Lands 1994. WWF SARPO Project Paper 48. WWF
SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Mackie, C. (1995) Aerial Census of Elephant and other Large

Herbivores in the Sebungwe, Dande and Zambezi Valley

Escarpment 1995. WWF SARPO Project Paper 49. WWF
SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Mackie, C. (1997) Aerial Census of Elephant and other Large

Herbivores in the Sebungwe, Dande, Zambezi Valley Escarpment

and Southeast Lowveld Communal Lands 1996. WWF SARPO
Project Paper 50. WWF SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Mackie, C. (1998) Aerial Census of Elephants and other Large

Herbivores in the Sebungwe and Dande Communal Lands 1997.

WWF SARPO Project Paper 56. WWF SARPO, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Mackie, C. (1999) Aerial Census of Elephants and other Large

Herbivores in the Sebungwe Region and Gonarezhou National

Park, Zimbabwe, 1998. WWF SARPO Project Paper 71. WWF
SARPO, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Mackie, C.S. (2002) Aerial Census of Elephants and other Large

Herbivores in the Sebungwe Region, Zimbabwe: 2001. WWF
SARPO Occasional Paper 3. WWF SARPO, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Martin, R.B. (1986) Communal Areas Management Programme

for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE). Department of
National Parks and Wild Life Management, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Martin, R.B. (1992a) The number of elephants killed in
Zimbabwe: 1960 1991. In Elephant Management in Zimbabwe,
2nd edition (eds R.B. Martin, G.C. Craig & V.R. Booth),
pp. 45 49. Department of National Parks and Wild Life
Management, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Martin, R.B. (1992b) Maximum likelihood analysis of the
elephant population estimates for Matabeleland North,
Zimbabwe. In Elephant Management in Zimbabwe, 2nd edition
(eds R.B. Martin, G.C. Craig & V.R. Booth), pp. 87 91.
Department of National Parks and Wild Life Management,
Harare, Zimbabwe.

Martin, R.B., Craig, G.C. & Booth, V.R. (eds) (1989) Elephant

Management in Zimbabwe. Department of National Parks and
Wild Life Management, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Martin, R.B. & Taylor, R.D. (1983) Wildlife conservation in
a regional land use context: the Sebungwe region of
Zimbabwe. In Management of Large Mammals in African
Conservation Areas (ed. R.N. Owen Smith), pp. 249 270.
Haum Educational Publishers, Pretoria, South Africa.

Milliken, T., Burn, R.W. & Sangalakula, L. (2007) The Elephant

Trade Information System (ETIS) and the Illicit Trade in Ivory:
A report to the 14th meeting of the Conference of the Parties to

CITES. CoP14 Doc. 53.2 Annex. CITES Secretariat, Geneva,
Switzerland.

Norton Griffiths, M. (1978) Counting Animals, 2nd edition.
African Wildlife Leadership Foundation, Nairobi, Kenya.

Osborn, F.V. (1998) The ecology of crop raiding elephants in

Zimbabwe. D.Phil. thesis, University of Cambridge,
Cambridge, UK.

Payne, K. (1998) Silent Thunder. The Hidden Voice of Elephants.
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, UK.

Price Waterhouse (1996) Elephant Census in Zimbabwe. An
Analysis and Review. Price Waterhouse, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Reeve, R., Tuite, C., Gabriel, G., Bell, J. & Pueschel, P. (2003)
The proposed sale of ivory from Botswana, Namibia and
South Africa: conditions and verification. Pachyderm, 35,
115 131.

Sokal, R.R. & Rohlf, F.J. (1981) Biometry, 2nd edition. W.H.
Freeman & Company, San Francisco, USA.

Taylor, R.D., Cumming, D.H.M. & Mackie, C. (1992) Aerial

Census of Elephant and other Large Herbivores in the Sebungwe

1991. WWF SARPO Project Paper 29. WWF SARPO, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Taylor, R.D. & Mackie, C.S. (1993) Aerial Census of Elephant and

other Large Herbivores in the Sebungwe and Western Dande 1992.
WWF SARPO Project Paper 37. WWF SARPO, Harare,
Zimbabwe.

Timberlake, J.R., Nobanda, N. & Mapaure, I. (1993) Vegetation
survey of the communal lands north and west Zimbabwe.
Kirkia, 14, 171 270.

Anthropogenic mortality of elephants 47

ª 2008 FFI, Oryx, 42(1), 36 48





              
           

     
             

   
              

    

     
            

             

             
      

      
             

        
          

   
              

  

    
              

                
              

               
             
        

             
           

 
               

   

   
             

             
        
     
             

        
      
        
        
    

































































































































Regina Lennox <regina.lennox.cf@gmail.com>

Fwd: Draft Proceedings: South East Lowveld Elephant Management Plan

Workshop

John J. Jackson, III <jjw-no2@att.net> Fri, Sep 18, 2015 at 8:16 AM

To: Regina Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org>, Marco Pani 

-------- Forwarded Message --------

Subject:Draft Proceedings: South East Lowveld Elephant Management Plan Workshop

Date:Fri, 18 Sep 2015 11:32:31 +0200

From:Diane Skinner 

To:Diane Skinner < Thelma Mahachi <tmahachi@zimparks.co.zw>

Dear all,

Please find attached the draft proceedings of the South East Lowveld Elephant Management Plan Workshop.  Dr.

Cumming and I worked together to finalize and consolidate the attached, based on the discussions held at Hakamela

last week.

As agreed, any comments on the draft proceedings should be provided to me by the 30th September to allow

finalization of the proceedings by 7th October. 

Very best,

Diane

--

Diane Skinner

+263777223471

Draft Proceedings South East Lowveld Elephant Management 18 September 2015.docx

1304K

Gmail - Fwd: Draft Proceedings: South East Lowveld Elephant Manage... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=ac67b12c82&view=pt&q=dr...

1 of 1 4/6/2017 3:45 PM

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SOUTH EAST LOWVELD ELEPHANT MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN WORKSHOP 
Hakamela, Malilangwe 

7 – 10 August, 2015 
 
 

PROCEEDINGS 
Draft 18 September 2015 

  



 2 

Table of contents 
 
Introductions ....................................................................................................................... 33 
Welcome and opening remarks .......................................................................................... 33 
Objectives and purpose of the workshop ............................................................................ 44 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in Gonarezhou ...................................................... 44 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in Chipinge ............................................................ 55 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in the Chiredzi District CAMPFIRE Area ............... 66 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in Save Valley Conservancy ................................. 66 
Malilangwe Trust ................................................................................................................ 66 
Results of the 2014 aerial survey of the South East Lowveld .............................................. 77 
Stakeholder analysis .......................................................................................................... 99 
Problem analysis ................................................................................................................ 99 
Report on Kruger National Park ...................................................................................... 1010 
Mahenye CAMPFIRE programme .................................................................................. 1010 
Strengths, opportunities and core competencies ............................................................ 1010 
Statement by Traditional Leaders ................................................................................... 1111 
Development of draft South East Lowveld regional conservation and management action 
plan ................................................................................................................................ 1212 

Component 1: protection and law enforcement ........................................................... 1212 
Component 2: Biological management and monitoring ............................................... 1515 
Component 3: Social, economic and cultural framework ............................................. 1818 
Component 4: Building conservation capacity ............................................................. 2525 
Component 5: Coordination, collaboration and programme management ................... 2727 

Nominations/appointment of regional elephant management committee, ....................... 2929 
Next Steps ...................................................................................................................... 2929 
Meeting closing .............................................................................................................. 2929 
List of Annexes ............................................................................................................... 3131 

Annex 1 – Participant list ............................................................................................. 3232 
Annex 2 – Workshop agenda ...................................................................................... 3636 
Annex 3 – Stakeholder analysis .................................................................................. 3838 
Annex 4 – Strengths, opportunities and core competencies ........................................ 3939 
Annex 5 – Comments received following the workshop............................................... 4242 

  



 3 

 
Introductions 
 
The Facilitator, Dr David Cumming introduced himself and requested Mrs Doris Tom, 
Regional Manager, to extend the appropriate welcome to the traditional leaders present. 
Participants were then asked to introduce themselves. The detailed participant list is 
attached in Annex 1.  
 
The representative of the Director General of the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management 
Authority was then requested to formally open the workshop.  
 
Welcome and opening remarks  
 
Arthur Musakwa, Acting Director of Conservation, welcomed participants and opened the 
workshop on behalf of the Director-General of the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority (ZPWMA). The full text of the opening remarks follows.   
 
Good afternoon everyone. I would like to acknowledge the presence of our traditional 
leaders Chief Gudo, Chief Mundau, Chief Sengwe and Chief Jojo, representatives from 
Frankfurt Zoological Society, Conservation Force representative, Chief Executive Officer of 
Chiredzi Rural District Council, non-governmental organisations here present, elephant 
technical experts here present, ZRP, Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority 
officials, distinguished guests. 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, on behalf of the Director General of ZPWMA who unfortunately is 
unable to be with us today, I would like to welcome you all to this special gathering where 
we are going to deliberate on the future of the South East Lowveld elephant population. 
Allow me to extend a special welcome to representatives from Conservation Force, 
Frankfurt Zoological Society and members from Mozambique and South Africa. 
 
I am deeply honoured to preside over the planning workshop for the management of 
elephants in Gonarezhou National Park and its surrounding areas. It is with no doubt that 
Gonarezhou, which means a place of elephants, holds an impressive and growing number 
of elephants in the whole of Zimbabwe. It is an opportune time to meet as different 
stakeholders and discuss conservation issues of mutual interest as we formulate this 
Management Plan; a document that will guide and enable us to effectively conserve and 
manage our elephant population in this sub-region of the South East Lowveld. 
 
Ladies and gentleman, I would like to thank you most sincerely for the sacrifice that you 
have made in terms of your business schedules and time to be here for this very important 
workshop. It is gratifying to note that the agenda of this workshop covers a wide range of 
very interesting items that will give us all the opportunity to discuss and share ideas. 
 
Dear colleagues, we are coming here on the backdrop of the 2014 nationwide survey of 
elephants whose results confirmed and evidently showed that the elephant population for 
Gonarezhou is increasing, the results from the survey revealed a 5.6% growth rate. This is 
highly commendable considering the poaching threats that we are currently experiencing. 
Escalation in the illegal killing of elephants across the country poses a major threat to the 
survival of their populations and other wildlife species; we should therefore be wary of this 
imminent threat and put in place effective measures to curb this scourge. To this end I would 
like to commend the tremendous effort being made by Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS) in 
assisting with the management and protection of elephant population in Gonarezhou 
National Park. Our management efforts here are therefore challenged to ensure that we 
have a collective progression and that we take lessons from other areas to solidify South 
East Lowveld conservation plans and achievements.  
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The Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority is finalising the National Elephant 
Management Plan and this can only be completed with input from the four sub-regions i.e. 
Zambezi Valley, Sebungwe, Hwange-Matetsi Complex and South East Lowveld. It is 
therefore only logical for each of these four sub-regions to have a management plan that 
feeds into the National Plan. The development of the Elephant Management Plan for the 
South East Lowveld will have a tremendous impact on the local populations in Gonarezhou 
and its surrounding wildlife communities that include Save, Malilangwe, Malipati Safari Area, 
Bubye, Mwenezi and Chiredzi District. 
 
I have no doubt that given the sum total of expertise gathered here representing a cross 
section ranging from policy makers, wildlife managers, security agencies, wildlife 
researchers, local communities and non-governmental organisations, we should be capable 
to develop a relevant and effective management plan that should help to conserve our 
elephants. 
 
I wish to thank Frankfurt Zoological Society, for making this workshop possible through their 
generous sponsorship. Before I hand you over to the Facilitator, I want to thank you once 
more for your sacrifice and support to elephant conservation and wish you fruitful 
deliberations and a pleasant stay at this wonderful Camp. I take this opportunity to declare 
this workshop officially opened. Thank you. 
 
Objectives and purpose of the workshop 
 
The facilitator provided background for the workshop. He made reference to the national 
elephant management planning process, and noted that the main objective of the workshop 
was an action plan for the conservation of elephants in the South East Lowveld. He then 
provided a brief overview of the agenda, included in Annex 2.  
 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in Gonarezhou 
 
Evious Mpofu, from ZPWMA, provided a brief update on the situation in Gonarezhou with 
regards to anti-poaching. The Gonarezhou National Park was established in 1975, and 
covers 5,053 km2. It forms part of the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area, which 
covers approximately 100,000km2, incorporating a mosaic of land use types with wildlife 
conservation as a unifying theme.  
 
Elephants are a critical species in the area. They serve as a major attraction for tourists, and 
are a vital species for the trophy hunting industry. The Gonarezhou National Park serves as 
the source of most trophy animals in the surrounding areas. Elephants generally remain 
inside the park boundaries, and there is a high density of elephants inside the national park, 
leading to adverse impacts on habitat. It is hoped that improved security and elephant 
management in areas outside the park would lead to increased movement of elephants 
outside the park.  
 
Elephant poaching is carried out by both locals and foreigners and occurs along the border 
areas and around water sources. Most foreign poachers are suspected to be coming from 
Mozambique using undesignated points to enter and exit. Local people are mostly involved 
in subsistence poaching, however some syndicates are involved in commercial poaching. 
The methods of poaching include snaring, dogs and traps for subsistence poaching and 
firearms and poison for commercial poaching. Wildlife poisoning incidents have increased in 
frequency and have major ecological impacts.  
 
The poaching hotspots in Gonarezhou National Park include: 

– Seasonal pans, such as Guluweni Chefu, Mateke, Gorwe, Makandwa, and Sokwe;  
– Save Runde confluence area, which includes two major rivers and perennial pans;  
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– Areas close to Chitanga, Chicualacuala and Mavhuve settlements in Mozambique; 
and  

– Mafuku/Soshangane area, which is close to the Mwenezi River.  
 
Table 1: Law enforcement statistics for Gonarezhou National Park.  

Year Elephants 
poached 

Contacts Poachers 
killed 

Poachers 
arrested  

Firearms 
recovered 

Number of 
incursions 

2009 7 50 0 82 0 170 
2010 15 160 0 254 1 150 
2011 21 120 2 187 0 208 
2012 16 90 0 142 1 260 
2013 12 130 1 185 3 250 
2014 12 54 0 99 0 170 
2015 40* 45 2 85 1 308 
*Increase in patrol effort in 2015.  
 
A number of strategies had been implemented to counter poaching in the area: 

– Establishment of two pickets along Zimbabwe-Mozambique border; 
– Establishment of eight pickets along the western boundary of the park; 
– Formation of border reaction team and rence reaction team;  
– Adoption of mobile patrols so as to increase ground coverage;  
– Fencing of part of the northern side of the park to prevent further encroachment into 

the park;  
– Adoption of weekly aerial surveillance;  
– Recruitment of 71 cadet rangers to enhance existing manpower; and 
– Training, including annual refresher anti-poaching and leadership courses. 

 
Human resources remain an issue. The necessary, and government-approved, scout force 
in Gonarezhou National Park is 180 rangers. Of the 64 rangers available, only 48 are 
currently deployable. There is also a lack of investment in anti-poaching by surrounding 
CAMPFIRE areas and in Mozambique. There is limited cooperation from Mozambique 
authorities to curb poaching, and follow-up of poachers once they cross the border is 
difficult. There are also key prosecution challenges, with penalties low and prosecution of 
poisoning cases very difficult.  
 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in Chipinge 
 
A representative from Chipinge then provided an update on poaching and anti-poaching in 
the Chipinge area. He outlined a number of key challenges, including human encroachment 
into the buffer zone, movement of cattle into the protected area, and shortage of resources. 
There had been an increase in poisoning incidents, as well as availability of firearms. 
Problem animal control (PAC) had become a major challenge with the removal of the fence 
separating the Save Valley Conservancy (SVC) from the community areas.  
 
In the Chipinge area, a number of strategies had been put in place to overcome these 
challenges. Disturbance methods were used to scare elephants and buffalo away from 
community areas. Problem lion were usually killed. Awareness campaigns had been 
increased and wildlife committees had been formed. A patrol system and snare sweeps had 
been introduced. The local authority (RDC) had been engaged. A longer-term solution would 
be to use fencing to reduce human-wildlife conflict.  
 
 
 
 



 6 

Update on poaching and anti-poaching in the Chiredzi District CAMPFIRE Area 
 
Chenjerai Zanamwe, from the Chiredzi Rural District Council, provided an update on 
poaching and anti-poaching in the Chiredzi District CAMPFIRE area.  
 
Table 2: Elephant populations in Chiredzi District hunting areas 

Name of hunting area Species 
2015 Population 
Estimates  

Chiredzi RDC 
assessment of status 

Chibwedziva Elephant Migratory 
Stable But Increase In 
Population 

Chitsa Elephant Migratory 
High Increase In 
Population 

Malipati Communal Area Elephant Migratory 
Low Increase In 
Population 

Malipati Safari Area Elephant Migratory 
High Increase In 
Population 

Naivasha Elephant Migratory 
High Increase In 
Population 

Sengwe    I Elephant Migratory 
Stable But Increase In 
Population 

Sengwe Ii Elephant Migratory 
Low Increase In 
Population 

 
The Chiredzi RDC was undertaking a number of activities with regard to elephant 
management including: awareness creation; capacity development; anti-poaching; data 
collection and information management; resolution of land disputes; community mobilisation; 
participation in various projects, trainings or workshops; PAC and PAC data management; 
habitat management; and fire management, including by-laws.  
 
A number of challenges were faced, including: resource constraints; problem animals; 
shrinking markets; competing claims; low appreciation on how Councils operate; and low 
appreciation of the CAMPFIRE programme.  
 
In the discussion following the presentation a number of points were raised:  

- Problem animal removals are above and beyond the existing quota. 
- Information about whether night hunts were conducted was not available. 
- ZPWMA is bearing the anti-poaching costs, while the RDC is receiving a large 

proportion of the trophy fee and should also be bearing anti-poaching costs.  
 
Update on poaching and anti-poaching in Save Valley Conservancy 
 
Dave Goosen provided a brief update on the situation in the Save Valley Conservancy 
(SVC), where the total area was down to 2,400km2 from about 3,500km2, due to 
resettlement. SVC holds a diverse membership, including Agriculture and Rural 
Development Authority (ARDA), RDCs, and private investors. Anti-poaching is undertaken 
by 90 scouts employed by members, as well as a 34-person special species protection unit. 
There is currently an upsurge in meat poaching due to the removal of fences, as well as an 
increase in rhino poaching. To date there has been no targeted elephant poaching.  
 
Malilangwe Trust 
 
Mark Saunders provided a short update on activities in the Malilangwe Trust. The property is 
fenced entirely and it is likely that the carrying capacity for elephants has been exceeded. 
Cropping permits have been secured and utilized, resulting in the distribution of 64 tonnes of 
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Stakeholder analysis 
 
The workshop then moved into a working session to analyse stakeholders. The full list of 
identified stakeholders is available in Annex 3. Primary stakeholders were identified as: 

– Ministry of Environment Wildlife and Climate 
– Rural District Councils 
– Local communities 
– ZPWMA 
– FZS Gonarezhou Conservation Project 
– Malilangwe Trust 
– Conservancies 
– Security agencies, including the ZRP 
– Tourists 
– NGOs 
– Donors 
– Judiciary 

 
Problem analysis  
 
The key issues were identified through a working session using cards, and are summarized 
below.  
 
Social, Economic and Cultural Framework 

– Community development / benefits 
– Sour relationship between communities and authorities 
– Benefits to the community 
– Non-payment of CAMPFIRE proceeds 
– Transparency 
– Realization of full value to local people 
– Benefits / incentives 
– Lack of education to communities 
– Traditional leadership empowerment 
– International perception on elephant conservation (politics!) 
– Banning of trophy hunting 

 
Conservation Capacity 

– Funding support 
– Inadequate funding 
– Financing 
– Lack of resources 

 
Law enforcement 

– Poaching 
– Elephant poisoning 
– Increased demand for ivory (black market) 
– Density reduced of elephants 
– Cross-border poaching 
– Ivory trafficking 
– Lack of anti-poaching activities 

 
Biological and Landscape issues 

– HWC 
– Compensation 
– Informal settlement 
– Land use conflict 



 10 

– Encroachment and fragmentation 
– Landscape level management issues 
– Elephants restricted to Gonarezhou 
– Increase in elephant numbers 
– Impact on vegetation 
– Impact on biodiversity 
– No protection given to iconic animals (large tuskers) 
– Fire management 
– Artificial water 
– Lack of effective monitoring 

 
Coordination issues 

– Need for better stakeholder coordination 
– Inadequate inter-agency cooperation 

 
Report on Kruger National Park 
 
Sam Ferreira, responsible for Large Mammal Ecology in SANParks, provided a presentation 
on elephants in Kruger National Park. He summarized the various management paradigms 
that had been used for elephant conservation in Kruger. Throughout these various 
paradigms, the monitoring focus had always been on the response of elephants to any 
management intervention. However, the team at SANParks was now moving to measure the 
responses of the impacts of elephants, rather than the elephants themselves. The focus has 
therefore moved to managing elephant impacts, rather than trying to manage elephants 
numbers or densities. This is based on the assumption that elephants use different areas in 
different ways at different times.  
 
The number of artificial water points at Kruger had been reduced, and experiments were 
ongoing surrounding the recreation of  ‘landscapes of fear’ to reduce elephant impacts on 
certain resources at certain times.  
 
He also provided a small overview of SANParks approach to rhino protection, which 
included both technological approaches, as well as intensive intelligence approaches. He 
noted that a huge amount of information was being collected, but needed to be better used 
through sophisticated analysis to help predict criminal activity.  
 
Mahenye CAMPFIRE programme 
 
Clive Stockil provided a short overview of the CAMPFIRE programme in Mahenye, which 
had started nearly 35 years previously. With the introduction of trophy hunting of just two 
elephants, there was an instant shift in community behaviour with regard to elephant 
poaching. Since then, the programme had grown from strength to strength, and elephant 
herds were now resident in the Mahenye area, and were moving up to the southern end of 
the Chimanimani mountains. 
 
This success had resulted in increased conflict with elephants, which should require an 
aligned increase in benefits. There had been an upsurge in poisoning incidents in the area, 
likely related to the increased costs associated with having elephants in the area.  
 
Strengths, opportunities and core competencies 
 
The workshop participants moved into five working groups, to identify strengths, 
opportunities and core competencies within each of the five components of the national 
framework. The feedback from these working groups is captured in Annex 4.  
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Statement by Traditional Leaders 
 
Aaron Maramba spoke briefly on behalf of the Traditional Leaders at the workshop. He 
thanked the organizers and participants for the workshop. He noted the positive participation 
of community members and traditional leadership. 
 



Development of draft South East Lowveld regional conservation and management action plan  
 
Over two days, participants worked in five working groups to develop the draft South East Lowveld regional conservation and management 
action plan. The final session of the workshop included a detailed review of all five components of the action plan.  
 
Component 1: protection and law enforcement 
 
Output Activities KPIs Means of 

Verification 
Time frame Indicative 

costs 
Agencies 

1.1  
Highly trained rapid response 
anti-poaching units 
strengthened  

– Appoint anti poaching coordinator (for 
region and/or separate areas) 

– Recruit staff 
– Train staff 
– Procure vehicles and equipment 
– Deploy unit 
– Support existing units 

Trained and fully 
equipped units 
established and 
operating with relevant 
security agency by June 
2016  
 
 

Inception reports 
 
Daily and monthly 
reports, including 
details on patrols, 
arrests, and 
incursions 
 
Training reports 

Established 
where 
needed by 
June 2016 

US$ 
230,000 

ZPWMA  
 
ZRP 
 
Conservancie
s + MT 

1.2  
Informer and intelligence 
systems established and/or 
strengthened 

– Identify and recruit informers 
– Establish and implement incentive 

protocols 
– Set up, implement hotline for anonymous 

reports and communicate it to the public 
– Analyse and use information  
– Ensure information is included in 

database outlined in Output 1.6 

An active informer 
system/network 
operating within the 
SEL by Jan. 2016 

Hotline widely 
advertised and 
operational by Jan 2016 

 

Operational reports 

Recoveries 

Records of arrests 
and successful 
prosecutions 

Records of payments 
for information 
 
Records of hotline 
reports 

By Jan 2016 Informer 
incentives 
 
Airtime 
 
Cost of 
setting up 
hotline 

ZPWMA 
 
Security 
agencies 
 
Conservancie
s + MT 

1.3  
Investigation of wildlife crime 
improved 

– Implement training programmes for 
investigation personnel 

– Ensure collaboration between Parks, 
ZRP and intelligence officers 

– Recruit more investigators 
– Put in place Investigator incentive system 
– Collaborate with forensic scientists and 

ballistic experts, as well as agencies such 
as EMA and approved universities (e.g. 
Chinhoyi University of Technology) 

 

At least two law 
enforcement staff 
trained in scene of 
crime collection and 
preservation of 
evidence, ballistics 
evidence, etc. in SEL.  
 
Percentage of 
investigations resulting 
in successful 

Reports on 
intelligence-led 
operations (arrests, 
dockets, convictions, 
multi-agency 
involvement) 
 
Training reports, 
including 
investigators wildlife 
crime manual 

3 Months 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
3 Months 
 
Ongoing 
 
Ongoing 

$25,000 ZRP 
 
ZPWMA 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

prosecutions in SEL 
greater than in 2014 
 

 
 

1.4  
Prosecution of wildlife crimes 
improved 

– Train prosecutors on legislation and 
processes available to deal with wildlife 
crimes  

– Conduct awareness / outreach programs 
with Prosecution, Judiciary 

– Utilize ancillary laws, such as those 
dealing with economic crime, organized 
crime, money laundering, etc.  

– Communicate status of prosecutions to 
the public via ZPWMA website 

– Clear backlog of wildlife cases 
– Explore the possibility of appointing 

dedicated wildlife crime prosecutors at 
Regional and National level 

Monthly liaison sessions 
on wildlife crime and 
law enforcement held 
with members of the 
judiciary  
 
 
Relevant legislation 
available and being 
used 
 
Wildlife crime 
prosecutors available 
and being used in SEL 

Reports on arrests, 
dockets, convictions, 
sentences 
 
Court records 
 
Monthly liaison 
meeting reports 
 
ZPWMA website 
 
 
 

Starting 3 
months, and 
fully 
operational by 
December 
2016 

 ZPWMA 
 
Judiciary 
 
Prosecutor-
General’s 
Office 
 
District and 
Provincial 
Public 
Prosecutors 

1.5  
Law enforcement in 
collaboration with 
communities enhanced  
 
[Links to Component 3] 

– Engage and collaborate on curbing 
wildlife crimes (ZRP & Communities) 

– Establish anti-poaching clubs/ community 
scouts that collaborate with Parks and 
ZRP 

– Lobby support from Chiefs to deal with 
local poachers  

– Hold workshops with Chiefs about wildlife 
and wildlife crimes 

– Establish incentives for communities to 
provide information 

Incentive schemes that 
encourage the public 
and members of rural 
communities to 
contribute to law 
enforcement (e.g. 
through informer 
hotline) established in 
SEL 

Increasing number of 
incidents of community 
contribution to law 
enforcement (e.g. 
whistle blowers) by Dec. 
2017 

 

Reports received 
through informers or 
hotlines 
 
Trends in reporting 
from communities  
 
Intelligence reports 
and minutes of 
meetings 
 
Reports on poaching 
incidents dealt with 
through traditional 
leaders 
 
Reduced levels of 
wildlife and 
environmental crime 
in the SEL 

Ongoing 
 
Ongoing 

$5,000 ZPWMA 
 
RDCs 
 
Traditional 
Leaders 
 
ZRP 

1.6  
Local wildlife law enforcement 
database established 

– Set up database, as per national 
database 

– Ensure inclusion of prosecution status in 
database 

Local database 
established and 
operating 
 

Inspection of 
database 
 
Operational database 

6 months $10,000 
 
-Computer 
-Software  

ZPWMA 
 
Conservancie
s + MT 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

– Implement national data recording 
protocols 

– Train data entry staff and crime analysts 

Illegal activities 
recorded and analyzed 
 

 
Monthly and annual 
analysis reports 

-Training  
Security 
agencies 

1.7  
Illegal settlements / grazing in 
wildlife areas reduced 
 
[Links to activities on land use 
mapping and planning in 
Component 2 – Output 2.2 
and incentivization / 
alternative livelihood activities 
in Component 3] 

– Liaise with RDC, Traditional Leaders and 
ZRP, DA’s Office  

– Conducted Education programmes 
– Regular updated satellite mapping 
 

Illegal settlements 
reduced to less than 5% 
of wildlife areas by 2020 
(i.e. state protected 
areas, conservancies 
and community wildlife 
areas) 

 

Records and maps of 
illegal settlements 
and of wildlife land 
recovered 

 

Ongoing to 
2020 

 ZPWMA 
 
CAMPFIRE 
 
RDCs 
 
Conservancie
s + MT 
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Component 2: Biological management and monitoring 
 
Output Activities KPIs Means of 

Verification 
Time frame Indicative 

costs 
Agencies 

2.1 
Research programme to 
understand temporal and 
spatial drivers of elephants 
established 
 
[Links to Component 4] 

– Create enabling opportunities and 
environment for research 

– Prioritise research needs 
– Conduct localised case studies and 

research projects  
– Monitor and evaluate poaching and other 

drivers - hunting, water, food, human 
disturbance 

– Explore possibility of GLTFCA flagship 
research programme for elephants [linked 
to Component 5] 

 

Research programme 
that enables local and 
international 
researchers, and links 
with the GLTFCA 
research programme, in 
place and producing 
reports 

Annual summary 
research report 
 
Number of 
research projects 
 
Number of 
essential research 
projects 
 
Number of 
affiliations with 
national, regional 
and international 
institutions  

5 year plan 
and annual 
review 
 

Aerial 
surveys  
 
Satellite 
collars  
 
Remote 
sensing data 
layers  
 
Research 
operations 
 
Permit costs 

ZPWMA  
 
Conservancie
s + MT 
 
Universities 
 
FZS 
 
GLTFCA 
Joint 
Management 
Board / 
Coordinator 
 
RDCs 

2.2 
Current elephant range 
defined and options for 
extending range and 
maintaining connectivity 
between fragmented 
populations explored 

– Define elephant range use, and existing 
and potential connectivity 

– Identify priority corridors and human land 
use barriers 

– Conduct spatial analyses to inform land use 
planning 

– Advocate land use planning to facilitate 
connectivity and reduce human wildlife 
conflict 

– Explore options for translocating elephants 
to under-stocked areas 

Identified priority 
corridors for elephant 
connectivity within SEL 
and neighbouring 
countries 

Elephant and 
human range use 
reports and maps 

December 
2016 

Aerial 
surveys  
 
Satellite 
collars  
 
Remote 
sensing data 
layers  
 
Research 
operations 
 
Permit costs 

ZPWMA  
 
Conservancie
s + MT 
 
Universities 
 
FZS 
 
DA’s Office 
 
RDCs 

2.3 
Elephant population numbers, 
structure, mortality and trends 

– Undertake standardised, regular, aerial 
surveys of the elephant range 

– Explore methods to monitor elephant 

Elephant range 
surveyed at regular 
intervals 

Aerial survey 
reports 
 

Aerial 
surveys - at 
least every 

Aerial 
surveys 
 

ZPWMA  
 
Conservancie
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

monitored, quotas adjusted, 
and desired levels of trophy 
quality maintained 
 

presence and abundance in Mozambique 
(to Zinave) and up to the Chimanimani 
range 

– Undertake trend analysis 
– Define elephant age and sex structures and 

extract birth and death rates 
– Establish annual monitoring plans 
– Record and analyse elephant mortalities (all 

causes e.g. poaching, PAC, natural, 
hunting, etc.) 

– Monitor trophy quality and age 
– Develop and implement an age-based and 

size-based trophy quota 
 

 

 
Demographic data 
available and analysed 
 
Annual monitoring plans 
implemented 
 
Evidence-based and 
research-based 
information and 
recommendations 
(consumptive, non-
consumptive) provided 
to managers and used 
in quota setting  

Minutes of the 
elephant 
management 
committee 
meeting 
 
Minutes of quota 
setting meetings 
 
Reports on 
mortality, 
population 
structure, and 
trophy quality and 
age 

three years 
 
Ongoing 
monitoring 
 
Annual 
reports 

Remote 
sensing data 
layers  
 
Monitoring 
operations 
 
Permit costs 

s + MT 
 
Universities 
 
FZS 
 
International 
donors 

2.4 
Elephant impacts on their 
habitats and selected 
indicator species of 
biodiversity monitored 
 

– Establish annual monitoring plans 
– Measure vegetation indicators such as 

woodland cover 
– Measure other functional biodiversity 

indicators e.g. bird responses to structural 
changes to woodlands 

– Measure ecosystem functions 
– Relate desired impact to measures of 

elephant abundance and spatial use 
– Research other drivers of ecological impact 

(climate change, change in land use, water 
provision, and fencing, amongst others) 

– Use research findings, expert opinion and 
informed public opinion to establish 
thresholds of potential concern (TPC or 
limits to change) to initiate management 
action in respect of elephant impacts in 
protected areas and effects in communal 
land 

Annual monitoring plans 
defined and 
implemented for 
selected indicator 
species of biodiversity 
 
TPC’s defined 
 
Evidence-based and 
research-based 
information and 
recommendations 
(consumptive, non-
consumptive) provided 
to managers 
 
 
 

Annual ecological 
impact monitoring 
reports 
 
Published 
research papers 
and reports 
 
Minutes of the 
elephant 
management 
committee 
meeting 
 
 

Annual Ecological 
surveys 
 
Remote 
sensing data 
layers 
 
Monitoring 
operations 
 
Permit costs 

ZPWMA  
 
Conservancie
s + MT 
 
Universities 
 
FZS 
 
GLTFCA 
Coordinator 
 

2.5 
Costs and benefits of 
elephants to local and 
national economy monitored 
and costs of elephants to 
local communities reduced 

– Monitor and evaluate extent and costs of 
human-wildlife conflict incidents 

– Relate human-wildlife conflict to elephant 
abundance and spatial use 

– Understand drivers and social and 
economic consequences of human-wildlife 
conflict 

Annual monitoring plans 
implemented 
 
Evidence-based and 
research-based 
information and 
recommendations 

Annual monitoring 
reports 
 
Human Wildlife 
Conflict Reports 
 
Research reports 

Annual Questionnair
e Surveys 
 
Centralized 
database 
setup and 
maintenance 

ZPWMA  
 
Conservancie
s + MT 
 
Universities 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

– Evaluate the direct and indirect contribution 
(financial, economic and social) and the 
direct and indirect costs of elephants to the 
well-being of people and to conservation, 
through both consumptive and non-
consumptive uses 

– Implement ongoing and new mitigation for 
human-wildlife conflict 

(consumptive, non-
consumptive) provided 
to managers 
 

provided to 
managers 
 
Minutes of the 
elephant 
management 
committee 
meeting 

 
Monitoring 
operational 
costs 

FZS 

2.6 
Adaptive elephant 
management framework 
adopted and implemented 
 
[Links to Component 4] 

– Ensure collaboration between Regional 
Elephant Management Committee and 
regional and local resource management 
committees (e.g. LOCAL Forum) 

– Implement annual process of adaptive 
planning, implementation and monitoring in 
line with elephant management objectives 
and TPCs within the SEL  

– Develop and implement localised 
management plans  (e.g. SVC plan) 

– Ensure alignment and harmonisation with 
other Zimbabwean, regional and 
international plans 

Annual elephant 
management plans 
developed, adopted and 
implemented 

Elephant 
Management 
Committee 
Minutes 
 
Planning and 
monitoring reports 
 
Annual elephant 
management 
plans 

Annual Meeting 
costs 
 
Monitoring 
and analysis 
costs  
 
 

ZPWMA 
Regional 
Elephant 
Management 
Committee  
 

2.7 
Alternative outcomes 
modelled 

– Develop framework for examining and 
modelling potential linked impacts between 
biodiversity issues, elephant issues, and 
societal issues, including any ‘surprises’, 
such as disease or extreme weather 
events.  

– Implement the modelling framework to 
define the outcomes of various 
management scenarios 

Established modelling 
framework being used 
to guide adaptive 
management 
 
Scenario outcome 
recommendations and 
being used in 
management 
 
 

Elephant 
Management 
Committee 
Minutes 
 
Reports on 
models and 
scenarios 
 
Recommendation
s 

Begin 
immediately 
 
Ongoing 
annual 
reports 
through 
2020 

Meeting 
costs 
 
Staff and 
consultants 
costs 
 
Software 
costs 

ZPWMA 
Regional 
Elephant 
Management 
Committee  
 
Research 
institutions 
 
Researchers 

2.8 
SEL reporting to meet 
national standards achieved 
 

– Advocate key summary set of elephant 
KPIs/outcomes for national reporting (e.g. 
potential population sizes against actual 
population sizes) 

– Comply with national and international legal 
obligations 

– Explore the designation of GNP as a MIKE 
site 

CITES reporting 
requirements met 
 
National reporting 
compliance 
requirements  

SEL regional 
Reports 
 
CITES Reports 

Annual Monitoring 
costs 

ZPWMA 
Regional 
Elephant 
Management 
Committee  
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Component 3: Social, economic and cultural framework 
 
Output Activities KPIs Means of 

Verification 
Time frame Indicative 

costs 
Agencies 

3.1  
Community partnerships and 
joint venture oportunities are 
incentivised and facilitated 

– Establish protocols, policies and models for 
development of joint ventures (PPCPs) 

– Identify potential areas 
– Facilitate development of new, and strengthen 

existing, institutional frameworks and legal 
entities for beneficiaries at sub-district level 

– Develop concepts, business plans and 
prospectuses for different areas through 
consultative processes with Communities 

– Develop a SEL Tourism plan and review 
potential concessions within the framework of 
this Plan 

– Develop mechanisms for inclusive and 
transparent engagement and selection of 
operators and JV partners. 

– Facilitate communication, endorsement and 
support of JVs 

– Explore potential incentives and avenues of 
material and technical support that can be 
provided by Local Government and Authorities 
to promote establishment and sustainability of 
Community JVs 

– Promote access to affordable capital funding 
– Enhance capacity of community members to 

engage in wildlife and tourism management 
through training and employment  

Models and protocols 
for joint ventures 
established 
 
Community institutions 
to engage in joint 
ventures established 
 
Joint ventures 
established and 
operating, resulting in 
financial benefit to 
communities 
 
SEL tourism developed 
and potential 
concessions identified 
 
Mechanisms of support 
and incentivisation to 
JVs established 
 
 

Community 
institution 
documents (e.g. 
Trust deeds) 
 
Concept notes, 
business plans 
and prospectuses 
for JVs 
 
JV agreements 
and leases 
 
Records of 
meetings, 
negotiations and 
consultations 
 
SEL Tourism Plan 
 
RDC resolutions 
 
Community 
resolutions  
 
Record of 
incentives 
 
Project reports & 
accounts 
 
Training reports 

Within 12-24 
months, and 
then ongoing 

Travel 
 
Meetings 
 
Drafting  
 
Consultants 
 
NGO 
support 
 
 

RDCs  
 
Traditional 
Leaders and 
relevant 
community 
institutions 
 
NGOs 
 
Pvt Sector 
 
ZPWMA 

3.2 
Elephant management in 
community wildlife areas 
improved 

– Promote improved and professionalized 
elephant management and security in 
community wildlife areas through 
establishment and maintenance of improved 
capacity, infrastructure, security and 
management systems 

Infrastructure, 
equipment and systems 
for elephant 
management in 
community wildlife 
areas established and 

Project reports 
 
Asset / 
infrastructure 
register 
 

Ongoing 
 
Within 12 
months 

Capital 
expenditure 
– HQ, 
workshop, 
roads, 
water, 

JV partners  
 
NGOs & 
donors 
 
Local 



 19 

Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

– Develop and implement a transparent 
Performance Based Quota system which 
incentivises improved management and 
security systems for elephant in community 
hunting areas and which promotes effective 
buffering of source populations 

– Update terms of lease agreements in 
community wildlife areas to confer a broader 
range of roles and responsibilities on operators 
including resource management and 
protection; re-investment and infrastructure 
development; employment targets; local 
sourcing; etc. 

– Review key cooperation opportunities across 
different land uses and countries within 
GLTFCA, e.g. Sengwe-Tshipise Wilderness 
Corridor  

operational 
 
Reduced human-
elephant conflict 
 
Community capacity for 
wildlife management 
improved 
 
Opportunities for 
cooperation within 
GLTFCA identified 

Number of scouts 
/ employees 
 
Leases 
 
Resource 
monitoring data 
 
Trophy data 
 
Number of people 
/ locals employed 
 
Invoices and 
receipts for local 
goods and 
services 
 
Business plans 
 
Meeting records 
 
Constitutions and  
agreements 
signed 
 
Workshop reports 

fence, 
tourism 
facilities, 
vehicles 
and 
equipment, 
security 
infrastructur
e and 
equipment 
 
Maintenanc
e 
 
Electricity 
 
Communic
ations 
 
Operational 
costs: 
 
Staff and 
trraining 
 
Fuel 
 
Research & 
monitoring 
 
Workshops 
and 
consultatio
ns 

authorities 
GLTFCA 

3.3  
Additional elephant-based 
tourism and sustainable 
utilisation oportunities 
explored 

– Promote awareness and marketing of iconic 
tuskers 

– Explore opportunities for expansion of 
community wildlife areas in viable wildlife 
corridors to enable establishment of additional 
sustainable utilisation areas and enterprises. 
[Links to Output 2.2 – identification of corridors] 

Corridors identified and 
agreements concluded 
 
Tourism and awareness 
campaigns undertaken  
 

Tourism records 
 
Marketing 
materials 
 
Business plans 
 

As part of 
SEL Tourism 
Plan 
 
Within 12 
months and 
ongoing 

As part of 
SEL 
Tourism 
Plan, 
workshops 
and 
consultatio

All 
stakeholders 
 

RDCs 
 

Communities  
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

Meeting and 
workshop reports 
 
Agreements 
signed 
 
Reports and maps 
of corridors 

ns 

3.4  
Transparent distribution of the 
benefits and costs of elephant 
management and 
conservation facilitated  
 
[Links to Output 2.5] 

– Conduct regular and comprehensive 
Community Awareness campaigns regarding 
quotas, revenues and distribution within 
Communities 

– Capacitate and incorporate direct community 
involvement in management of Community 
Wildlife Areas, enterprises and JVs. 

– Diversify downstream natural resources 
enterprises to multiply the revenues from 
CBNRM, e.g. NTFPs 

Awareness campaigns 
conducted 
 
Community structures 
have improved capacity 
to manage NRs and 
wildlife areas 
 
CBNRM revenues are 
invested in 
establishment of 
natural-resource based 
enterprises 
 
Community realises 
greater employment 
and financial benefit 
from CBNRM revenues 

Meeting records 
 
Training materials 
& records 
 
Number of 
enterprises 
established 
 
Books of account 
 
Number of 
employees & 
beneficiaries 

Within 12 
months and 
ongoing 

Consultatio
ns 
 
Scoping 
and 
feasibility 
studies 
 
Awareness 
campaigns 
 
Company 
set up and 
administrat
ion 

ZPWMA 
 
Traditional 
leaders 
 
Communities 

 
RDCs 
 
Pvt Sector  
 
NGOs  

3.5  
Effective techniques and land 
use strategies to mitigate 
human-elephant conflict are 
implemented 

– Review land use zonation through consultative 
processes [link to Output 2.2] 

– Promote awareness and adoption of effective 
HEC mitigation measures 

– Promote improved rangeland rehabilitation and 
grazing management to reduce competition 
between livestock and wildlife [is this beyond 
elephant management and conservation 
planning?] 

– Promote improved and rationalised crop 
production and alternative mechanisms to 
promote food security to reduce habitat 
destruction for inefficient dry land cropping 
(e.g. irrigation development; carbon 
sequestration credits to generate income & 

HEC is effectively 
reduced 
 
Availability and 
application of HEC 
mitigation measures 
improved 
 
There is participation in 
effective grazing 
management schemes 
Grazing is better 
managed and 
rangeland health is 
improved 

Land use plans 
 
Meeting records 
 
Land use plans & 
agreements 
concluded 
 
Training & 
awareness 
materials 
 
HEC data 
 
Pasture 

Within 12 
months and 
ongoing 

Workshops 
and 
consultatio
ns 
 
Training 
materials 
 
Consultants 
 
Input costs 
 
Irrigation 
developme
nt 

Communities 
 
RDC 
 
ZPWMA 
 
Pvt Sector  
 
NGOs 
(technical & 
financial 
support) 



 21 

Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

purchase of staple grains) [is this beyond 
elephant management and conservation 
planning?] 

 
There is increased 
uptake of improved 
cropping techniques 
 
Crop yields are 
improved 
 
Alternative land uses 
evaluated 

monitoring data 
Crop production  
data 

3.6  
Information on elephants and 
their conservation is included 
in school curriculae and 
environmental education 
adjacent to key elephant 
populations in the SEL is 
promoted 

– Promote awareness of elephant conservation 
(and other issues) through cultural events, art, 
plays, sport, etc. 

– Participate in syllabus review of national 
environmental science curriculum approved by 
the Ministry of Education 

– Develop approved environmental training and 
extension material and promote dissemination 
to different stakeholder groups within the 
community 

– Promote the formation of environmental 
science clubs at schools 

– Coordinate various education, training and 
extension campaigns operating within the 
district 

School children and 
communities have 
greater appreciation of 
elephant conservation 
issues 
 
Greater participation in 
environmental clubs at 
schools with greater 
understanding of 
environmental issues 
 
More social events 
linked to environmental 
and conservation 
awareness are held 
Elephant conservation 
messages are 
conveyed through art 
and cultural events & 
competitions 
 
Parallel education 
programmes are 
coordinated through 
stakeholder planning 
sessions at district level 

Test Results 
 
Competitions 
 
Community focus 
groups 
 
Attendance 
registers 
 
Event 
documentation  
 
Number and type 
of events 
 
Workplans 
 
Meeting outputs & 
records 

12 months 
and ongoing 

Consultants 
 
Endorseme
nts 
 
Community 
consultatio
ns 
 
Materials 
and 
disseminati
on 
 
School 
visits 
 
Training of 
trainers / 
teachers 
 
Event costs  
 
Marketing  
 
Sport kit 
 
Coordinatio
n costs 

NGOs 
 

RDCs  
 
ZPWMA 
 
DEO 
 

Communities 

3.7 
Cultural tourism is developed 

– Promote existing cultural tourism events and 
attractions and promote incorporation of 

Community participation 
and tourist attendance 

Tourism records 
 

Ongoing Support for 
cultural 

Communities 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

and marketed as a centre-
piece of SEL attractions and 
linked explicitly to 
conservation of flagship 
species including elephant 

messages of elephant conservation within 
these – e.g. Machangana Cultural Festival; 
GL-Cultural Festival 

– Explore and develop additional cultural tourism 
opportunities – including development of 
interpretive centres, craft centres, museums, 
monuments, events, etc. and market these 

– Document and communicate the specific 
cultural importance of elephant to communities 
in the SEL and incorporate this into education, 
marketing, event and cultural messages and 
interpretative centres. 

of cultural events is 
increased 
Messages relating to 
elephant conservation 
and environmental 
issues are key themes 
 
The number of cultural 
tourism developments 
and enterprises is 
increased 
 
Anecdotes, artifacts and 
oral tradition regarding 
cultural importance of 
elephants are recorded 
and insinuated into 
marketing strategies 
and event messages 

Event records & 
themes 
 
Number of 
enterprises 
registered 
 
Documents 
compiled 
 

events 
Planning 
 
Awareness 
and 
marketing 
 
Travel and 
event costs  
 
Scoping, 
feasibility 
and 
planning 
 
Workshops 
and 
consultatio
ns 
 
Establishe
ment and 
registration 
costs 
 
Capex, 
Opex 
 
Marketing 
 
Travel & 
meeting 
costs 
 
Materials, 
drafting and 
publication 

Traditional 
leaders 
 

Local 
authorities,  
 

Private sector 
 
NGOs 
 

JV partners  
 
Consultants 

3.8 
Regional tourism is promoted 

– Promote the development of infrastructure 
critical to accessibility of the region: e.g. border 
crossing at Pafuri; road development and 
maintenance; scheduled flights to Chiredzi; 

Increased tourism traffic 
and arrivals 
Infrastructure upgrades 
Scheduled flights 

Tourism & 
economic data 
 
Upgraded 

ongoing Scoping 
studies 
 
Tenders 

Central 
Government 
 

Local 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

etc. 
– Promote diversification, branding and 

marketing of SEL-specific tourism products 
linked within the region and with other 
attractions in Zimbabwe and neighbouring 
countries. 

– Focus special attention on development of 
community-led tourism initiatives that 
contribute to the sustainability of the STWC as 
a movement corridor for elephant 

– Clear mines from STWC 

established 
Pafuri border crossing 
operational 
Tourism products are 
diversified 
Marketing and branding 
consultants engaged to 
develop branding and 
strategy 
Scoping, feasiblilty 
studies are undertaken 
Increased number of 
CB enterprises are 
operational 

infrastructure 
 
Border post 
 
Flight schedules 
 
Tourism 
enterprise info 
 
Marketing 
materials 
 
Scoping and 
feasiblity 
documents 
 
Business plans 
and registrations 

 
Workshops 
and 
consultatio
ns 
 
Scoping 
studies 
 
Consultants 
 
Developme
nt of 
business 
plans 
 
Infrastructu
re, 
equipment, 
operational 
costs 
 
Marketing 

Authorities 
 
Communities 
 
GLTFCA  
 
Donors  
 
Private sector 
 

RDCs 
 
NGOs 
 
JV partners 

3.9 
Policy framework for 
conservation and CBNRM is 
well understood by 
communities and other 
stakeholders in SEL 

– Compile factsheets on policy framework for 
conservation and CBNRM and disseminate to 
communities and other stakeholders 

Communities have 
access to existing 
CBNRM and Policy 
frameworks 

Awareness 
materials 
 
Focus groups & 
attendance 
registers 
 
Enterprise records 
 
Employment 
records 

12 months 
ongoing 

Consultatio
n & 
document 
compilation 

 
Drafting 
and 
production 
of 
awareness 
materials 
 
Disseminati
on of 
materials 

Traditional 
Leadership 
 
Communities 
 
RDCs 
 
ZPWMA 
 
NGOs 

Effective communication and 
marketing strategy for local, 
regional and international 

– Develop marketing materials tailored to 
different target audiences and communication 
modalities 

Tourism arrivals 
increased 
 

Tourism data 
 
Marketing 

12 months 
ongoing 

Marketing 
consultant 
Marketing 

All SEL 
stakeholders 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

audiences is developed 
 
[Covered by Output 3.1 and 
Output 5 – suggest removal?] 
  

– Promote efficient communication and feedback 
between stakeholders 

Parallel structures and 
fora are amalgamated 
Coordination and 
communication is 
improved 

materials 
Minutes and 
resolutions 

materials 

[Consider moving to national 
plan] 

– Consider innovative mechanisms for 
transboundary resource sharing and 
expanding “space for elephants” (e.g. live 
elephant sales to Mozambique to repopulate 
Zinave & Banhine) [National level activity] 

Workshops conducted 
 

Workshop 
outputs and 
resolutions 

Within 12 
months 

Stakeholde
r 
workshops 
(and 
attendant 
costs) 
Communit
y 
consultatio
ns (AAC) 

All 
stakeholders 
GLTFCA 
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Component 4: Building conservation capacity 
 
Output Activities KPIs Means of 

Verification 
Time frame Indicative 

costs 
Agencies 

4.1 
Funding to implement the 
plan secured 
 
 
 

– Implement variable / graduated trophy fee 
structure based on trophy size [national-level 
decision] 

– Review levy / fee structure for elephant hunting 
and the distribution of these revenues for 
conservation and communities 

– Develop and submit bankable project 
proposals to potential funders 

– Explore potential business partnerships 
– Increase capacity and law enforcement 

coverage by ensuring that all key stakeholders 
contribute to and are engaged in law 
enforcement activities: hunting operators, tour 
operators, and community anti-poaching teams 
[Links to Output 1.1] 

– Explore the potential for a dedicated elephant 
fund for SEL.  

Revised trophy fee 
structure developed, 
resulting in increased 
funds available or 
secured for elephant 
conservation 
 
Number of project 
proposals developed 
submitted and funded 
 
Number of developed 
and functional 
partnerships 
contributing to improved 
elephant management 

Record of funds 
available for 
elephant 
conservation 
 
Record of project 
proposals 
 
 
 
 

2016 and 
ongoing 

 ZPWMA 
 
Conservancie
s + MT  
 
NGOs 

4.2 
Current capacity analyzed 
and needs identified 

– Analyze current capacity 
– Carry out a needs assessment across the full 

range of human resources 
– Carry out a needs assessment for equipment 

and infrastructure 
– Develop a strategy to address the identified 

needs 

Needs assessment 
report 
 

Records and 
reports 

2016 and 
ongoing 

 ZPWMA 
 
 

4.3 
Capacity for research and 
monitoring strengthened and 
collaboration with research 
institutions enhanced 
 
[Linked to and informed by 
Components 2 and 3] 

– Develop and implement a multi-disciplinary 
research and monitoring strategy 

– Develop and implement a research programme 
based on that strategy, including graduate 
studies, post graduate and external 
researchers as well as ZPWMA researchers  

– Undertake periodic research meetings / 
conferences 

– Recruit and meet demands and requirements 
for research personnel in Parks and 
surrounding areas 

– Collaborate with external research institutions 
– Develop and implement a mentoring 

programme for researchers 

Functional research 
programme in place 
 
Research meetings held 
 
Publications 
 
Number of research 
projects developed and 
implemented 
 
Number of research 
personnel on the 
ground 

Reports and 
publications 
 
Minutes of 
meetings 
 
Records of field 
personnel 
 

2016 and 
ongoing 

USD 
100,000? 

ZPWMA, 
Universities, 
NGOs, 
External 
Researchers 
 
ZPWMA, 
Universities, 
NGOs, 
External 
Researchers, 
SVC 



 26 

Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

– Procure relevant research equipment 
 

 
Number of collaborative 
projects 
 
Mentoring plan / 
number of days spent 
with experienced 
researchers 
 
Inventory of equipment 
for research procured 

4.4 
Training and retraining 
programmes established 

– Carry out a training needs assessment for law 
enforcement, resource and wildlife 
management, research and monitoring, 
education and awareness, community elephant 
management, etc. 

– Develop and implement strategies based on 
the needs assessment 

– Standardise and harmonize training in law 
enforcement 

Training needs 
assessment report 
 
Training programmes 
established 

Inventory records / 
assets check list 

2016 and 
ongoing 

 ZPWMA, 
RDCs, NGOs, 
Universities 
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Component 5: Coordination, collaboration and programme management 
 
Output Activities KPIs Means of 

Verification 
Time frame Indicative 

costs 
Agencies 

5.1  
SEL Regional elephant 
conservation and 
management steering 
committee of 8 established 
(ZPWMA, SVC, MT, 
Bubi Conservancy, Chiefs’ 
rep, GCP, ZRP, RDC) 
 
This committee should 
include a core set of 
competencies (and can co-
opt expertise if needed). 

– Develop TOR for the steering committee 
– Identify members 
– Oversee the implementation of the regional 

elephant strategy as per national mandate 
– Meet biannually 
– Attend national elephant management 

meetings 

Functional committee 
meetings held 
biannually with 
adequate attendance 

Minutes with 
action points 

Established 
within 60 
days of the 
Regional 
strategy final 
document 

$1500 
(Fuel, 
Accommod
ation) 
 
$3,000 
(Biannual 
Meeting) 
National 
Elephant 
Manageme
nt Meeting -
Cost Sunk) 
Total 
Budget 
$4500.00 

Regional 
Manager, 
Southern 
Region, 
ZPWMA 
 

5.2  
Links with neighbouring 
states to confer on the 
management of shared 
elephant populations 
strengthened 
 
 
 

– GLTFCA coordinator to identify relevant 
stakeholders to participate in the 
implementation of the regional elephant action 
plan 

– Sustain collaboration with regional 
partners+(one committee member for the 
regional committee meetings) 

– Share knowledge / data of all 5 key 
components of the plan with the regional 
partners 

Number of consultative 
meetings held 
 
Tangible regional 
collaboration and 
participation 

Minutes and 
action items 

Ongoing -Sunk 
 
-To get 
confirmatio
n from the 
GLTFCA 
coordinator. 
 
-
1xcommitte 
member 
travelling to 
SA or MZ 
MZ=$1440.
00 
SA=$1320.
00 
Zim=$1540
.00 
Total=$450
0 
 

Regional 
Manager, 
Southern 
 
GLTFCA 
Coordinator 
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Output Activities KPIs Means of 
Verification 

Time frame Indicative 
costs 

Agencies 

5.3 
Coordination between the 
tourism industry (consumptive 
and non-consumptive) and 
the elephant management 
programme strengthened 

– Identify consumptive and non-consumptive 
operators in SEL 

– Liaise with SOAZ, ZPHGA, ZATSO, etc. 
– Encourage non-members to be affiliated to 

relevant associations 
– Hold quarterly meetings with operators 
– Consider scale of operations in non-

consumptive tourism 

Regular meetings and 
workshops convened 
with the operators 

Record of 
meetings and 
workshop 
proceedings 
 
Database of 
operators 

Immediate 
and ongoing 

-Sunk 
-Sunk 
-Sunk 
-11 people 
x one night 
x 4 
times/year=
$3080 
Fuel=$546x
4times=$21
84 
Total 
Budget=$5
400 

Regional 
Manager, 
Southern-
ZPWMA 
 
ZPHGA 
SOAZ 
ZATSO 

5.4 
Effective information 
dissemination and 
communication strategy 
implemented 

– Ensure clear communication of progress 
against action plan to all relevant stakeholders 

– Identify target groups, i.e. traditional leaders, 
school groups, amongst others 

– Develop a communications strategy, making 
use of relevant media (print, social, road 
shows) 

– Implement communication strategy 
– Monitor and evaluate 

Outreach programmes 
conducted 

Community 
strategy document 
 
Flyer, brochure, 
websites, 
published papers, 
videos, dramas 

Ongoing -Sunk 
-Sunk 
-Website 
setting, 
double side 
flyers and 
media, 
outreach 
costs=$10,
000 

Regional 
Manager, 
Southern 
 
Steering 
Committee 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Nominations/appointment of regional elephant management committee,  
 
As per the draft action plan, it was agreed that the regional elephant management 
committee should include representation from and that an interim committee should be 
established immediately: 
 

– Bubi Valley Conservancy 
– Gonarezhou Conservation Project 
– Malilangwe Trust 
– RDCs 
– Save Valley Conservancy 
– Traditional leaders 
– ZPWMA 
– ZRP 

 
In order to move forward as quickly as possible, it was agreed that each agency would 
nominate an interim representative to Mrs. Tom, Regional Manager, Southern Region, 
ZPWMA by the end of day, 9 September 2015.  
 
Next Steps 
 
The following next steps were agreed: 

– Write up of the proceedings completed by 18 September and circulated to all 
participants. 

– Comments on draft proceedings provided to Diane Skinner by 30 September. 
– Revised final report circulated by 7th October. 
– Nominations for interim regional steering committee provided by Mrs. Tom by end of 

day 9 September, 2015 
– First steering committee meeting to be held mid-October 2015. 

 
Meeting closing 
 
Mrs Doris Tom, Regional Manager for the Southern Region for ZPWMA, closed the 
workshop on behalf of the ZPWMA Director General. The full text of the closing remarks 
follows.  
 
Ladies and Gentlemen on behalf of the Director General of Zimbabwe Parks Wildlife 
Management Authority, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for all for your 
participating at the workshop to develop a regional Elephant Management Action Plan for 
the South Eastern Lowveld.  
 
I am sure that you will all agree with me that these past two days have been very productive, 
educational and fruitful not only for us in the South East Lowveld but for other regions as 
well.  This workshop came at a time when we are experiencing an upsurge in elephant 
poaching especially in Gonarezhou. We believe that with all the contributions and inputs 
from everyone, we will implement appropriate intervention strategies and other measures in 
order to improve elephant conservation in the region. I would like therefore to thank you all 
for leaving your busy offices to attend this workshop and for your invaluable contributions.  
 
We feel greatly honoured by the presence of our local chiefs namely: Chief Tshovane, Chief 
Sengwe, Chief Gudo, Chief Mahenye and Chief Budzi. Tinotenda! 
 
A special thank you goes to the Frankfurt Zoological Society through the Gonarezhou 
Conservation Project for mobilising resources and funding to hold this workshop, in 
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particular Hugo and Elsabe for their commitment and dedication to wildlife conservation in 
the region. 
 
A warm thank you goes to our regional representatives from neighbouring countries for 
travelling all the way from South Africa and Mozambique to attend the workshop. We really 
appreciate your presence as we have benefitted greatly from sharing experiences. 
 
To the Chair of the African Elephant Specialist Group of IUCN, Dr Holly Dublin, we feel 
greatly humbled that you took time from your busy schedule to come and offer expert advice 
on the development of an Action Plan for Elephant Conservation in Zimbabwe. We thank 
you very much! 
 
To President of Conservation Force, Mr John Jackson III, we thank you very much for 
attending the meeting and for all your efforts and assistance in the development of an 
Elephant Management Action Plan at national and regional levels.  
 
I would also like to thank the participants representing the following NGOs, African Wildlife 
Foundation and Save the Elephants, for attending the workshop. 
 
At the local level, we would like to thank the following: 

– Chief Executive Officers of Chiredzi, Bikita and Chipinge Rural District Councils, 
– Representatives from law enforcement agencies, 
– Save Valley Conservancy, 
– Safari and tour operators from the region, 
– The WILD Programme 
– The Lowveld Rhino Trust 
– WWF 
– Chinhoyi University of Science and Technology 
– Technical experts and representatives of Non Governmental Organisation, 

 
We really thank you and appreciate your support. 
 
To Malilangwe Trust and in particular to Mark Saunders and his staff, we sincerely thank you 
for the warm hospitality at Hakamela, Kwali and Simbiri Camps. We thank you and value 
your continued support in the conservation of not only the African elephant but other wildlife 
species in the region.  
 
To the Facilitator, Dr David Cumming and the Rapporteur Diane Skinner, for their 
professionalism, dedication and guidance, a very special thank you! 
 
To those whose names or organisations were not mentioned, it could have been an 
omission on my part and I apologise for that we value your support and participation at this 
important workshop.  We thank you very much! 
 
Last but not least, I would like to thank my colleagues, the Regional Managers, Chief 
Ecologist, Area Managers and other Parks Officers for participating at the workshop. 
 
It goes without saying that your support towards the elephant conservation in the South East 
Lowveld and our country in general is highly appreciated and please continue the good 
work. I wish you safe travel back to your respective areas. I thank you! Tatenda! Siyabonga! 
Hikhesile! 
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Annex 1 – Participant list 
 

Full name Position Organisation / country Email Phone 

Peter Chibhi CEO Bikita Rural District Council 
bikitardc@gmail.com / 
chibhipeter@gmail.com 

0772245434 / 
0773652731 

Clemence 
Chimanikire 

CIO ZRP Chikombedzi chimanikirec@yahoo.com 0773003487 

Herbert Chimene Chief Chief Budzi   0774067229 
Felix 
Chimeramombe 

Regional Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

fchimeramombe@zimparks.co.zw 0772436664 

Bruce Clegg Ecologist Malilangwe Trust bruce@malilangwe.org 0772257392 
David Cumming   Independent Consultant cummingdhm@gmail.com   

Alec Dangare 
National TFCA 
Programme 
Coordinator 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

adangare@yahoo.co.uk 0772436686 

Henry Dhliwayo Acting CEO Chipinge Rural District Council chiprd@gmail.com 0772740571 
Raoul du Toit Director Lowveld Rhino Trust r.dutoit@rhinos.org 0772354549 

Holly Dublin Chair 
IUCN/SSC African Elephant 
Specialist Group 

holly.dublin@gmail.com / 
holly.dublin@iucn.org 

  

Kevin Dunham   Independent Consultant faykevin@zol.co.zw 0776617711 

Sam Ferreira 
Large Mammal 
Ecology 

SANParks sam.ferreira@sanparks.org +27766004152 

Edson Gandiwa Executive Dean Chinhoyi University of  Technology  edson.gandiwa@gmail.com 0773490202 
Dave Goosen Sango Manager Save Valley Conservancy  sangohq@sango-wildlife.com 0773080691 

C. M. Gora 
Acting Deputy General 
Manager, Operations 

ARDA cmgora53@gmail.com 0776741062 

Tawanda Gotosa Regional Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

gotosant@gmail.com 0772436666 

R. Gutu 
  

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

richkombos@gmail.com 0773519878 

Chrirele Hahlani Nduna Chief Tshovani's Aide   0774903827 

John J. Jackson III President Conservation Force 
jjw-no@att.net; jjw-no2@att.net; 
jjjiii@att.net 

+15044532754 
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Full name Position Organisation / country Email Phone 

Thomas Jojo Chief Chief Mahenye   0783947534 

Midwell Kapesa 
Acting Regional 
Manager 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

mkapesa@zimparks.co.zw 0773240235 

Ant Kaschula Tour Operator Gonarezhou Bushcamps 
info@gonarezhou-
bushcamps.com 

0773819835 

Phillip Kuvawoga Wildlife Specialist WWF pkuvawoga@wwf.org.zw 0773923279 

Elias Libombo 
Community Liaison 
Officer 

Frankfurt Zoological Society 
elibombo@fzs.org / 
eliaslibombo71@gmail.com 

0775023070 

Albert Mahaba Regional Ranger SANParks albertm@SANParks.org 0828878035 
Daphine 
Madhlamoto 

Ecologist 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

daphine008@gmail.com 0775528800 

Paul Mahjira Headman Chief Gudo   0772527869 
Lismati Makoti Chief Chief Sengwe   0775134033 

Rodrick Manhondo 
Acting Environment 
Management Officer 

Chipinge Rural District Council chiprdc@gmail.com 0772521893 

Aaron Maramba Representative Chief Gudo aaronmaramba@gmail.com 0777521220 

Anthony Marx 
  

Maunge Conservancy, 
Mozambique 

antmarx04@gmail.com 0825710599 

C. Masilo Research Ecologist Economic Research Unit calistomasilo@gmail.com 0778377679 
Chap Masterson WILD Coordinator ZWVT / WILD chap.masterson@gmail.com 0774861238 

P. Masvosvere 
Assistant 
Investigations Officer, 
Masvingo 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

pmasvosvere70@gmail.com 
0773904730 / 
0716168609 

Karukai Mavivi Chief Chief Gudo   0775902187 

Yakobe McLean 
Senior Investigations 
Officer 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

mcleanyakobe70@gmail.com 0772910723 

Evans Mhosira Area Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

mhosirae@gmail.com 0772224053 

L. Moyo Chairperson Malipati Development Trust   0773952929 

Gilbert Moyo   
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

ghmoyo3@yahoo.co.uk   
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Full name Position Organisation / country Email Phone 

Evious Mpofu Area Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

empofu3@gmail.com 0772572069 

Olivia Mufute Chief Ecologist 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

omufute@zimparks.co.zw 0772 572 062 

Felix H. Mundau Chief  Chief Tshovani   0772631352 

Power Mupunga Area Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

mupungapower@yahoo.com 0772837787 

Dollars Murumba Representative Chief Sengwe   0774717206 

Arthur Musakwa 
Acting Director, 
Conservation 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

amusakwa@zimparks.co.zw 0772420332 

Munyaradzi 
Mutandwa 

Area Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

mmtdwa@gmail.com 0773532444 

Leonard Nhidza 
Manager 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

lnhidza@zimparks.co.zw 0772114600 

Livison Phikelele Officer Save Valley Conservancy  livyphiky@gmail.com 0772682614 

Danie Pienaar 
Head, Scientific 
Services 

SANParks danie.pienaar@sanparks.org +27829054666 

Alastair Pole Director African Wildlife Foundation alistairpole@gmail.com 0778748655 
Mark Saunders Director Malilangwe Trust mark.saunders@malilangwe.org 0772217337 

J. Saungweme 
Investigations Officer, 
Mutare 

Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

jefy@gmail.com 0773602352 

Angel Simango Aid Chief Mahenye   0772682614 
Diane Skinner   Independent Consultant skinner.diane@gmail.com 0777223471 
Clive Stockil  Member Save Valley Conservancy  clives@senuko.com 0712219204 

Piet Theron 
International 
Coordinator 

Greater Limpopo Transfrontier 
Conservation Area 

piettheron01@gmail.com +27824686488 

Chris Thouless Strategic Advisor Save The Elephants thouless@africaonline.co.ke +254723383298 

Doris Tom Regional Manager 
Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife 
Management Authority 

dorisntombietom@gmail.com 0772111835 

M. Tsambwa F.O.  OPC   0774363393 
Charise 
Tshabangu 

Director Brooklands Safaris chariseatshabangu@gmail.com 
0772231410 
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Full name Position Organisation / country Email Phone 

J. Urimbo Officer Presidents Department jurimbo@yahoo.com 0714902020 
Hugo Van der 
Westhuizen 

Project Leader Frankfurt Zoological Society hugo@fzs.org 0772254030 

Elsabe van der 
Westhuizen 

Technical Advisor Frankfurt Zoological Society elsabe@fzs.org 
  

Chenjerai 
Zanamwe  

Executive Officer Chiredzi Rural District Council zanamwec77@gmail.com 0774172444 



Annex 2 – Workshop agenda 
 

AGENDA  
SOUTH EAST LOWVELD ELEPHANT MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN WORKSHOP 

Venue: Hakamela    Date: 7th to 10th September, 2015 

 

Day 1 – Monday 7th September 

1230: Arrivals, registration and Lunch 

1400: Introductions 

1415:  Welcome and Opening Remarks - DG - ZPWMA 

1430:  Objectives and purpose of the workshop 

1435: Update on Poaching/anti-poaching in GNP and Chipinge - Area Manager 

1450: Update on Poaching/anti-poaching in Chiredzi District (CAMPFIRE Area) 

1500:  Update on Poaching/anti-poaching in Save Valley Conservancy 

1510: Results of the 2014 Aerial Survey for the South East Lowveld - Kevin Dunham 

1525: Report on Kruger National Park - Danie Pienaar 

1540:  TEA/COFFEE 

1600: 1st Working Session:  Stakeholder Analysis - who are the key stakeholders and 
actors and  what are the links between them? (Plenary) 

1700: 2nd Working Session - Initial Problem Analysis - What are the key issues and the 
cause- effect relationships ships between them? (Within the 5 Key Components of the 
Framework) 

1745: Break for the evening 

1900: Dinner 

 

Day 2 – Tuesday 8th September 

0700: Breakfast 

0800:  Review of previous day’s work 

0815: 3rd Working Session - Strengths, opportunities and core competencies within each 
of the 5 Key Components of the national framework and key stakeholder inputs (e.g. 
Hunting, Photo-tourism, Communities, ZRP/ZPWMA, NGOs) (Working Groups)  

1000:  Report back from Working Groups 

1030:  TEA/COFFEE 

1100: 4th Working Session: Develop Draft Strategic Action Plan with Indicators (Working 
Groups on key components) 

1245:  Lunch 

1430:  Report back from working groups 

1530: TEA/COFFEE 

1600: Further refinement of Strategic action plans 

1730:  Break for the evening 

1900:  DINNER 

2000:  Small working group – working plan synthesis 

 

Day 3 - Wednesday 9th September 

0800:  Report back from small working group 

0830:  5th Working Session: Activities, responsibilities and Costs - Working Groups 
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1000: Report back from working groups 

1030:  TEA/COFFEE 

1130: Report back to plenary by Working Groups and development of Action Plan, 
Indicators and   responsibilities 

1245:  LUNCH  

1400:  6th Working Session: Final Development of Draft Strategic Action Plan with 
performance    indicators, responsibilities  

1530:  TEA/COFFEE 

1600:  6th Working Session (continued), nominations/appointment of regional elephant 
management committee, and Next Steps 

1645: Closing Remarks - DG – ZPWMA 

1700:  Break for the evening/participants depart 

 

Day 4 - Thursday 10th September 

0700:  Breakfast  

0800:  Departures 
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Annex 3 – Stakeholder analysis 
 
Local government 

- Rural District Council 
- Local Authorities 
- CAMPFIRE Association 

Communities 
- Communities 
- Traditional leaders 

Operators 
- Hunting operators 
- Concessions in Mozambique on the eastern boundary of GNP 
- Non-consumptive tour operators 

NGOs 
- SVC Trust 
- Senuko and Clive Stockil 
- FZS – Gonarezhou Conservation Project 
- Malilangwe 
- Nuanetsi 
- BVC 
- Malipati Development Trust 
- AWF 
- Conservation Force 

Individuals 
- Tourists 
- Hunters 
- Consumers - Ivory 
- Consumers - Meat 

Donors/international agencies 
- German - KFW 
- International regulatory agencies (CITES, USFWS, TFCA, etc.) 

Government 
- ARDA 
- Central Government 
- Politicians 
- Judiciary 
- Vet services 
- Environmental Management Agency 
- Forestry Commission 
- Ministry of Lands 
- Ministry of Environment, Water and Climate 

Security 
- Security Agencies 
- ZRP 
- Forensic Services 
- JOC 

International 
- SANParks 
- GLTFCA 
- MZ ANAC 

Other 
- New farmers 
- Cattle owners 



Annex 4 – Strengths, opportunities and core competencies 
 

 Law enforcement Biological monitoring 
and management 

Social, Economic and Cultural 
Framework 

Building Conservation Capacity Coordination, 
collaboration and 
programme management 

Strengths – Strong support 
legislation and 
sentences 

– Collaborative 
structures, e.g. JOC 

– Support from NGOs on 
anti-poaching units 
(GNP and Malilangwe) 

– Training capacity 
– Availability of 

resources, e.g. GNP 
and Malilangwe 

– Involvement of private 
sector, SVC 

– Support of local 
traditional leaders and 
communities 

– Successful 
CAMPFIRE 
programmes, e.g. 
Mahenye 

 

Monitoring  
– Existing information  
– Existing expertise 

 
Biological  
– Growing elephant 

population 
– Historical strength in 

biological 
management of 
elephants 

– TFCA 
 
 

– Viable source population, 
including unique value of large 
tuskers 

– Policy enabling to sustainable 
utilization, both consumptive 
and non-consumptive 

– Policy framework for devolution 
and benefit sharing 

– Intact community buffer areas 
– Strong tradition of conservation

  
o cultural importance 
o traditional leadership 
o by-laws 
o All reinforced by 

institutional understanding 
of CAMPFIRE 

– Connectivity across broad 
landscapes (TFCA) 

– Strong community structures 
and institutions, local 
government and traditional 

– Examples of success 
– Safe and secure environment 

– Available human resources 
– Existing infrastructure – roads, 

comms 
– Existing training institutions, e.g. 

Mushandikwe College of 
Wildlife Management in 
Masvingo 

– Established research centres 
and experts 

– Existence of CBNRM 
programmes 

– On-the-job training 
 

– GLTFCA Steering 
Committee  

– Conservancies + MT 
– Natural Resources 

Committee at RDC level 
– GCP – Gonarezhou 

Conservation Project 
– Annual quota setting 

meeting 
– Future of hunting 

document 
– Member of CITES 
– Strong history of wildlife 

conservation in the SEL – 
dissemination and 
coordination 

– Information dissemination 
o GNP CLO 
o MT CLO 
o SVC CLO 
o Nuanetsi CLO 
o CRDC Chiredzi 
o Chipinge RDC 

 
Weaknes
ses 

– Weak cross-border 
collaboration, e.g. 
between MZ and ZW 

– Lack of manpower in 
PA and non-PA 

– Different land use 
options, e.g. cross-
border and in SVC 

– Inadequate 
intelligence and inter-

Monitoring  
– Monitoring dead 

elephants, including 
hunting 

– Interpretation of 
information  

– Evaluation of 
information (when do 
we know and raise the 
flags on a problem) 

 – limited funding 
– limited new technology (GPS 

units, drones, etc.) 
– limited collaboration and 

coordination (research, law 
enforcement) – what happened 
to SELCO? And Greater 
Gonarezhou Ecosystem 
Forum?  And LOCAL Forum?   

– Lack of employment 
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 Law enforcement Biological monitoring 
and management 

Social, Economic and Cultural 
Framework 

Building Conservation Capacity Coordination, 
collaboration and 
programme management 

agency cooperation 
– Inadequate resources 
– Inadequate training in 

crime scene 
investigation 

– Lack of information on 
elephant range 

– Lack of indicators on 
the consequences of 
our action 

– Lack of cross-border 
coordination on law 
enforcement, and on 
quota setting 

– Procedural constraints 
on research 

– HWC 
– Lack of transparent 

governance 
– Monitoring sources of 

mortality – PAC, 
poisoning, Quotas, etc.  

– Demographics is 
critical.  

– Understanding 
movements is also 
critical. 

opportunities to gain experience 
/ internship acceptance 

– Lack of incentive to learning / 
capacity within the communities 

– Fee structure for students to be 
in the Park is prohibitive 

– Need to rebuild the capacity in 
resource economics 

 
 

Opportun
ities 

– Strengthen wildlife 
management outside 
PAs 

– GLTP / GLTFCA 
initiatives – 
collaboration 

– International and 
regional support of 
wildlife conservation 

– Public-private 
partnerships 

– Cultural value of 
wildlife 

 

Monitoring  
– Research 
– Understanding spatial 

drivers in elephant 
management 

– Performance based 
funding  

– Performance based 
funding opportunities 

– Exploiting non-
traditional funding 
opportunities, e.g. 
Carbon 

Biological  

– Untapped potential 
o Diversification of revenues 

� consumptive  - 
increasing number of 
species 

� non-consumptive – 
selfdrive, volunteer, 
fishing, walking, high-
end, cultural, etc.  

� live sales 
� non-timber forest 

products 
� eco-credits (e.g. 

REDD+) 

– Existing private sector players 
and potential for new ones 

– Existing strong partnerships and 
potential for new ones 

– Well-educated resource base 
 

– CAMPFIRE 
– Regional Liaison – 

TFCA 
– JOC – collaboration 
– Crime Consultative 

Committees – 
chaired by ZRP 

– NGO – AWF, LRT, 
WILD, PARSEL, 
Malilangwe Trust, 
WWF, Conservancy 
Trust, GCP 

– Raoul – need to 
collaborate more 
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 Law enforcement Biological monitoring 
and management 

Social, Economic and Cultural 
Framework 

Building Conservation Capacity Coordination, 
collaboration and 
programme management 

– Creating linkages that 
provide benefits to 
humans and elephants 

– Integrated elephant 
space management, 
e.g. performance-
based hunting quotas 
in CAMPFIRE areas 

 
 

o Access and marketing – 
regional and national 
� Infrastructure, flights, 

regional tourism 
� Tapping into national 

tourism potentials, 
while increasing 
awareness of South 
East Lowveld 

� Border post at Pafuri 
� Big Tuskers 

o GLTFCA and regional 
conservation / tourism / 
NR management 

– Increased natural resource 
value – elephant management 
offtakes, value of tourism 

– Increased management and 
development of wildlife areas, to 
increase revenue and 
sustainability – multi-
stakeholder PPCPs.  

– Marketing and awareness of 
working examples 

– Monuments 

with other 
development 
agencies – 
integrated approach 
from aid agencies – 
need to think long-
term.  

 

Core 
compete
ncies 

– Coordination and 
partnerships 

– Skilled manpower  
– Adaptive management 

  – Shared vision, e.g. GLTFCA 
– Expertise and institutional 

arrangements available, e.g. 
law enforcement, aerial survey, 
CBNRM 

– Political support / local 
leadership 

– Resilience 

– vast experience in 
coordination and 
collaboration through the 
TFCA framework 

 

 



Annex 5 – Comments received following the workshop 
 
Following the workshop, Sam Ferreira provided some suggested measures that focused on 
the effectiveness and outcomes achieved at the end of the five-year lifetime of the plan if 
most outputs were achieved.   
  

Key Component 1: Protection and Law Enforcement 
  

1) Poaching is not a key driver of elephant dynamics 
2) Crime indices in and around protected areas are low or declining 

  
Key Component 2: Biological Management and Monitoring 
  

1) Elephants have a low local extinction risk 
2) Elephants use landscapes with variable intensity 
3) The ecological impacts of elephants vary across landscapes 

  
Key Component 3: Social, Economic and Cultural Framework 
  

1) Incidences of human-wildlife conflict is low or declining 
2) Human wellbeing indices are high or increasing 
3) Elephants are an important contributor to human wellbeing 

  
Key Component 4: Building Conservation Capacity 
  

1) Fulfilled capacity needs are increasing 
  
Key Component 5: Coordination, Collaboration and Programme Management 
  

1) Stakeholder awareness of implementation and results are increasing. 
  
  

 

























 STAKEHOLDERS CONFERENCE ON MEASURES TO REDUCE WILDLIFE POACHING IN 

ZIMBABWE (MINISTER'S MEETING) 

A Stakeholders Conference focused on measures to reduce wildlife poaching in Zimbabwe took place on 

12th November in Harare. The meeting was called by the Minister of Environment, Water and Climate 

(Minister Mrs. Opah Muchinguri-Kashiri) as chairperson of a multi ministerial cabinet committee 

established to look into the current poaching crisis. AWF agreed to fund and organise this important 

conference. In attendance was the Minister of Environment, water and Climate; the Minister of Tourism 

and Hospitality and the Minister of Rural Development, Preservation of Culture and Heritage. Other 

delegates included the Permanent Secretaries from the Ministries of Environment and Agriculture, 

representatives from the Zimbabwe National Army, the Air Force, the Zimbabwe Republic Police, Rural 

District Councils, NGO’s, industry and civil society. We were told to expect 60 people but a total of 95 

people showed up.  OPAH MUCHINGURI-KASHIRI took over the portfolio from Saviour Kasukuwere 

about 6 months ago, and so far she is being very open and reaching out for advice and input. As such 

everyone was relaxed, open and willing to participate. Some very pertinent aspects from poaching, 

management of the wildlife industry, the hunting and tour operators, Zim Parks and above all the 

communities’ benefits were all discussed and solutions sought for each situation. 

The Minister of Tourism gave an excellent presentation where, amongst other things he highlighted the 

dependence of the tourism industry in Zimbabwe (and Africa at large) on wildlife. He spoke about the 

fact that the country so far benefits just around 7% from Tourism, because maximum efforts have not 

been put to setup the tourism sector in the country. But that henceforth things will have to change, first by 

everyone uniting to fight poachers and also by ensuring Zimbabwe is known by the big international 

countries as a destination worth visiting. 

Alistair was also one of the presenters and the main focus of his presentation was on the need to devolve 

authority to allow a vibrant wildlife industry to develop. He highlighted the need for the benefits from 

living with wildlife to outweigh the costs for both communities and private sector. Communities have to 

be given a greater sense of ownership or custodianship over their natural resources and that is the only 

way they will have an incentive to protect it. 

 

Recommendations 

- war has been declared on poachers 

- To address the concerns of rangers on the ground by making donations for resources including 

food, water, bag packs, etc. 

- Build trust among each other to tackle issues such as sports hunting, etc. 

- Address the campfire situations affecting communities and also ensure they are benefiting from 

the industry, so that they are not helping poachers. 

- Form a core team of all stakeholders and send them to neighbouring Botswana and Namibia 

where it is working for them to see how it's done and bring back findings for implementation in 

Zim. AWF is very much involved too as they assist with the funding too. 

- There had been talks on the need to reform parts of the hunting industry in a workshop earlier in 

the year (prior to Cecil) and presently it is mostly just a case of implementing the  

The minister requested that if possible these meetings be held once every month, or once in three months 

so that the points raised are continuously reviewed and corresponding actions taken towards their 



fulfillment. This means that the future of the Wildlife Industry in Zimbabwe seems to have just risen from 

a very long slumber and everyone is ready to move. 

 

This was the very first meeting of its kind and there is promise of significant changes and positive results 

for Zimbabwe’s wildlife. Also the collaboration between the Ministers of Environment and Tourism was 

very encouraging, something that has not happened for a very long time. Our fingers are crossed and we 

will keep pushing for things to keep going forward from this point on in Zimbabwe as far as the wildlife 

Industry is involved. 

 

What are next steps for AWF and Zimparks?  

At the request of the permanent secretary in the Min. of Environment, Alistair who is the Director for 

Land and Habitat Management, AWF established an advisory committee for him and the Minister called 

the environment and wildlife advisory committee (EWAC). This committee has as members Alistair Pole 

as chairperson and other prominent people in the environmental industry including Clive Stockil, Prof. 

David Cumming. Daudi Sumba, vice president for program Design and Public relations, AWF was 

present and took part in the inauguration of this committee in Zimbabwe. Also, AWF has agreed to 

provide some basic funding for the operations of this committee. All this is helping to give AWF more 

footage as advisor with the Ministry of Environment and technical support with Zim Parks for increasing 

influence in Zimbabwe. 

 



Overview of the Wildlife Industry and  
Issues for Zimbabwe 

Environment and Wildlife 
Advisory Committee 





1. Immediate intervention which aims to catch,  
prosecute and deter poachers and poaching 



2. Create the right environment for communities,  
private sector and the nation at large to benefit  
from the wildlife resources so they are seen as assets 



Immediate Interventions  





Population decreased by 7000 over 13 years 

Add in expected population growth, the loss is anywhere from 20,000 to 34,000 elephant 





Information is the most  
effective investment of  
funds and time in  
anti-poaching efforts 



Well trained and equipped ‘Boots on the Ground’ 



     

Technology can play an important role in improving effectiveness  
but can also be a distraction – Be careful! 



Treating a Symptom 

Zimbabwe’s 
Wildlife Sector 

For the long term, we have to diagnose the core problems and create a HEALTHY wildlife sector 





Cost Benefits of Wildlife 
• There are very real costs to living with Wildlife 
• Very few countries have achieved benefits from wildlife at the local 

level that are greater than the costs incurred. 
• Centralised control and ownership has largely failed 
• In Africa, the only countries that have achieved increasing wildlife 

populations are those that have empowered communities and 
landowners as custodians of the wildlife with broad user rights 

• Only three countries in Africa have achieved increasing wildlife 
populations in last 30 years: South Africa, Namibia, Zimbabwe 
 





Why do we place so many restrictions on the 
production and trade of wildlife as a resource? 



SOUTH AFRICA 



• In 1960, 557,000 large mammals were counted in the whole of South 
Africa   

• There were only 3 operating private game farms. 
• Today in 2015 the total “National Wildlife Herd” counts closer to 25 

million animals.  
• This indicates an annual growth rate of 7.2% 
• Game Ranches cover 16.8% of land mass (National Parks 6.1%) 
• Industry is estimated to be worth R10 billion  
• 20% of red meat eaten in SA is game meat 



NAMIBIA 



•  Introduced new legislation in 1996 which gave use rights to 
communities 

• Land under wildlife in Namibia now stands at 44%: 
• 19.8% communal conservancies (161,900 km²);  
• 16.8% National Parks (136,800 km²);  
• 6.1 % Freehold conservancies (34,600 km²);  
• 0.8% State Tourism Concessions 

• Conservancies directly support 189,372 people or 8.1% of the 
country’s population. 

• The elephant population has grown from 7,500 in 1995 to over 
20,000 today; 

• Largest free ranging population of black rhino outside National Parks 



Zimbabwe – A Historical Leader 

• One of the first countries in the world to 
develop local custodianship of wildlife with 
user rights 

• Initially benefitting the private sector 
• In 1981, CAMPFIRE programme drawn up 
• 7 years later, in 1989, it was finally approved 
• The success of the 1975 Parks Act and 

CAMPFIRE created a model that many other 
countries have emulated 
 



Zimbabwe – What was Achieved? 

• 27,000km2 of private land under wildlife by 
1999 

• Over 90% of RDC’s had a CAMPFIRE 
programme by 2000 

• Over 35% of Zimbabwe’s land mass was 
actively involved in wildlife 

• Wildlife sales were common 
• We were exporting wildlife to neighbouring 

countries 



Zimbabwe  - Decline  

• Statutory Instrument 26 of 1998  
 
• Failure of CAMPFIRE to ensure 

benefits reaching communities 
 
• Missed opportunities within the 

Land Reform Programme 



Zimbabwe – The Future  
Reinstate a level of custodianship over wildlife to  
the local level and give communities and land  
owners broad user rights 

Policy review 

We need to review the needs and efficiencies of: 
• Private Wildlife Sector 
• Community wildlife Programmes 
• PWMA 

Brave Leadership 

Do not let the few that break rules prevent the  
majority from benefitting 





Regina Lennox <regina.lennox.cf@gmail.com>

Fwd: Zimbabwe -- CAMPFIRE Hunting Income Analysis

John J. Jackson, III <jjj@conservationforce.org> Fri, Mar 24, 2017 at 1:04 PM

To: Regina Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org>

-------- Forwarded Message --------

Subject:Zimbabwe -- CAMPFIRE Hunting Income Analysis

Date:Tue, 1 Dec 2015 12:18:18 -0600

From:Regina Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org>

To:'Vannorman, Tim' <tim_vannorman@fws.gov>, Rosemarie_Gnam@fws.gov, bryan_arroyo@fws.gov,

dan_ashe@fws.gov, craig_hoover@fws.gov

CC:'John J. Jackson, III' <jjw-no2@att.net>

Dear Tim,

Attached please find an analysis of income to CAMPFIRE districts from safari hunting, with elephant hunting broken

out separately.

The graph on page 5 reflects reduced income from hunting in 2014 compared to 2012 and 2013, and the chart on

page 7 reports reduced quota utilization.

Please let us know if you have any questions.

Kind regards,

Regina

Regina A. Lennox

Conservation Force

3240 S. I-10 Service Rd. W., Suite 200

Metairie, Louisiana 70001

Tel: (504) 837-1233

regina.lennox@conservationforce.org

CAMPFIRE HUNTING INCOME ANALYSIS.PDF

522K
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CAMPFIRE HUNTING INCOME AND DISTRIBUTION 

The information in this report is based on verifiable CAMPFIRE district records as at 

30th October 2015. Contact campfire@ecoweb.co.zw    

Income Generated from Hunting  

In 2014, Community Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) 

generated a total net hunting income of US$2,102,007 in 13 districts of Zimbabwe that hunt 

most species, including elephant. The income generated disaggregated by district is shown in 

Figure 1. Bubi district recorded the lowest income of US$21,270 whilst Mbire district had the 

highest amount of US$519,893. Average income generated per district in 2014 is 

US$161,692.85.  

Figure 1: Hunting Income Generated Disaggregated by District in 2014 

 
 

The major hunted species is elephant, which contributed 54% (US$1,138,375.09) of the total 

income. Only Matobo district did not generate any income from elephant hunting, with Hwange 

district getting 100% of its income from elephant as shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Income generated by Elephants vs. Total Income; and Percentage Income 

DISTRICT  Total Income   Income from Elephants  Percentage Income 

Beitbridge            118,055.00                60,600.00  51% 

Bubi              21,270.00                16,000.00  75% 

Binga              91,770.00                30,000.00  33% 

Hwange              89,170.09                89,170.09  100% 

Chipinge            106,604.52                27,000.00  25% 

Chiredzi            287,856.00              226,500.00  79% 

Gokwe North              32,717.50                  4,000.00  12% 

Matobo              28,981.00                           -    0% 

Mbire            519893.00                161,405.00  20% 

Bulilima              68,995.00                53,000.00  77% 

Nyaminyami            283,695.00                59,200.00  21% 

Tsholotsho            420,500.00              381,500.00  91% 

Umguza              32,500.00                30,000.00  92% 

Total         2,065,161.61           1,072,170.09   54% 

 

Distribution of Income Generated from Trophy Hunting 

All income generated was distributed to three constituencies, namely (a) Communities; (b) Rural 

District Councils (RDCs) and (c) CAMPFIRE Association (CA). Figure 2 and 3 show the income 

and percentage distribution to three beneficiaries. The biggest chunk (52%, close enough to the 

prescribed 55%) of the hunting income went to the communities, in line with the CAMPFIRE 

objectives of ensuring that communities in hunting areas must be the biggest beneficiaries of 

hunting income. Councils also earned a significant percent of 44% (against 41%), for field 

patrols, monitoring of hunts, problem animal control, water, and fire management, and this 

represents major income to some council budgets that have a limited income base for district 

development (Mbire, Nyaminyami, Tsholotsho, etc). CA received 4% of the total income to 

cover administration costs and representation of the programme.  
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Figure 2: Total Hunting Allocations to Communities, Councils and CA in 2014 

 
 

Figure 3: Percentage Distribution of the Hunting Income in 2014 

 
 

Hunting income distribution proportions to the 2 recipients (Communities and Councils) varies 

from district to district. Communities got the highest allocation of hunting income in Tsholotsho 

and Umguza districts, with the communities getting 60% and Councils 36%. In 4 districts, 
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namely Bubi, Binga, Hwange and Chipinge, communities got 55% and council 41% of the 

hunting income. In 5 districts namely, Chiredzi, Gokwe North, Matobo, Mbire and Bulilima 

communities got 50% and councils 46%. In Nyaminyami, communities (49%) got slightly above 

Councils (47%), to due a temporary suspension of CAMPFIRE Revenue Sharing Guidelines by 

the district. Finally, Beitbridge is the only district in which the Council’s (53%) was more than 

communities (43%), a major departure from CAMPFIRE Revenue Sharing Guidelines. The 

income distributed in each of the districts and the percentage allocations per district are shown 

in Figure 4 and 5, respectively.  

Figure 4: Hunting Allocations in 13 Districts to 3 Beneficiaries 
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Figure 5: Percentage Hunting Allocations in 13 Districts to 3 Beneficiaries 

 

Figure 6: Total Hunting Income for 12 Districts: 2009-2014 
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Variation of Total Hunting Income: 2009-2014 

As shown in Figure 6, it is highly probable that the decline in hunting income for 2014 was 

largely caused by the suspension of trophy imports by United States of America. The 

suspension has a lag effect on income, and preliminary calculations of earnings for 2015 

indicate a further continuing decline.  

Figure 6: Take Off Rate in 13 districts 

 

 

The major contributor to hunting income, elephants, had a 52% off-take rate in the 13 districts 

(animals hunted vs the quota). Seven districts out of 13 had an elephant off-take rate below 

50% as shown in Figure 6. Figure 7 shows the numerical quota and take-off per district, 

including tusk-less elephant. 
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Figure 7: Numerical Elephant Quota and Take Off per District 

 

 

Table 2: Examples of Community Projects funded from CAMPFIRE Revenue: 2010-14 

 

District Project 

Beitbridge Rehabilitation of schools, clinics and protection of irrigation schemes 

Bililima Rehabilitation of 3 clinics and 3 primary schools, hall, fencing of fields 
and rehabilitation of lodge 

Binga Schools, clinics, and sub offices for wildlife monitoring 

Chipinge 3 grinding mills, lorry, teachers houses, community office, shop 

Chiredzi Clinic, teachers’ houses, primary school, community-grinding mill, 
Police sub-office, piped water and electrification of clinic.   

Mbire Clinic, nurses houses, office, storerooms, 14 classrooms, 7 teachers 
houses, grinding mill, school office, wildlife administration offices, 2 
hand pump bore holes, water pipes, toilet, water storage tanks, 2 
tractors, a tourist camp with 4 chalets; 

Nyaminyami Tillage tractors, renovation of dispensary at clinic, nurse’s house. 
Construction of Mayovhe classroom block, 3 grinding mills, Teacher’s 
house, Jongola school. School bursaries x 3 students at Seke 
Teacher’s College. Renovation of pre-schools x 2. Negande:  
Rehabilitation of water pipeline, grinding mill. Nebiri: Chikuro primary 
block, rehabilitation of Harudziva water pipeline. Kasvisva: 
Rehabilitation of water pipeline to supply water to Kasvisva clinic, 
Kasvisva Secondary school block. Msampa: Teacher’s house, Majazu 
primary, renovation of ward warehouse; Kanyati: Cement for teacher’s 
house renovation. 

Tsholotsho Classroom blocks and furniture (Sihazela, Mlevu, Mtshwayeli, Ntulula, 
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Dibutibu, Gwaai, Nkwizhi, Zibalongwe, Malindi, Mgodimasili, Phelela, 
Mpilo, Jimila, and Kapane Primary schools), 2 F14 cottages, 10 sewing 
machines (Dibutibu Secondary school), 7km piped water system for 
Thembile primary school, Sikente Clinic, Tshitatshawa and Jowa clinics 
construction, fencing of Madlangombe clinic, 10 water engines, 
borehole drilling and repairs and repair kits, Lister diesel engines for 6 
villages in ward 21 and at Sihazela Line in ward 1, grinding mills, solar 
water pumping in wards 1, 2 and 4. 2 pickup trucks for wildlife 
monitoring purchased in 2015. 

 

Table 3: Scope of the CAMPFIRE Program 

Land area under CAMPFIRE 50,000 km2 – 12% of Zimbabwe 

No of CAMPFIRE Districts 58 

No of wildlife districts 28 

No of Safari Operators 33 

No of Photographic safaris 10 

Direct and indirect beneficiaries 2, 5 million people 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 



Regina Lennox <regina.lennox.cf@gmail.com>

Fwd: Zimbabwe -- Anti-Poaching / Zambezi Valley EMP Implementation

John J. Jackson, III <jjj@conservationforce.org> Thu, Apr 6, 2017 at 3:54 PM

To: Regina Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org>

-------- Forwarded Message --------

Subject:Zimbabwe -- Anti-Poaching / Zambezi Valley EMP Implementation

Date:Thu, 3 Dec 2015 10:26:38 -0600

From:Regina Lennox <regina.lennox@conservationforce.org>

To:'Vannorman, Tim' <tim_vannorman@fws.gov>

CC:'John J. Jackson, III' <jjw-no2@att.net>, bryan_arroyo@fws.gov, dan_ashe@fws.gov

Dear Tim,

A�ached please find reports of an�-poaching missions taking place in the area surrounding Mana Pools Na�onal

Park.  These patrols are examples of implementa�on of the Mana Pools An�-Poaching Strategy, part of the

Zambezi Valley Elephant Management Plan.  They are more than "bright spots."  They represent an on-going and

concerted public-private partnership among NGOs, safari operators, and ZPWMA.  They serve as a model which is

being developed in other ranges including Sebungwe.

Please let us know if you have any ques�ons.

Kind regards,

Regina

Regina A. Lennox

Conservation Force

3240 S. I-10 Service Rd. W., Suite 200

Metairie, Louisiana 70001

Tel: (504) 837-1233

regina.lennox@conservationforce.org
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THANK YOU

Elephant damage in Bulilima district, South Western Zimbabwe: 25 October 2015



14th AFRICAN WILDLIFE CONSULTATIVE FORUM

LAND USE PLANNING AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

Chief Senator D. Chisunga

Masoka Community, Mbire District 

Zimbabwe

10 November 2015

Legend Resort, South Africa



My presentation is based on land use planning at the local level.

In Zimbabwe there are Acts of Parliament which underpin planning at all

levels. Examples are the:

Communal Lands Act;

Regional Town and Country Planning Act;

Traditional leaders Act; and the

Rural District Councils Act

The later is the principal planning instrument at local level in rural areas.

Most communal areas with abundant natural resources fall under Region

V ecologically, and receive only about 400-750 mm of rainfall.

The colonial design before independence pushed black people into these

areas as the areas were not suitable for commercial agriculture. This

forms the basis for animal husbandry, especially wildlife, as a land use

option for such communities. I come from such an area which is

geographically located in the Zambezi Valley, to the north of Zimbabwe

Introduction



Map of Zimbabwe





Most communal area inhabitants are poor and depend on

subsistence crop production and livestock rearing.

Cropping is largely done in wetter areas.

Livelihoods for communities revolve around production of

subsistence food crops and a limited amount of cash

crops such as maize, cotton, sorghum and millet.

Wildlife conservation under CAMPFIRE is a rural

development strategy that has significantly complimented

economic benefits from subsistence farming in the

marginal districts of Zimbabwe.

Land Use Planning and Wildlife Conservation in 

Zimbabwe



After Zimbabwean’s independence, there was high demand for

communal land for cotton growing, which had then a flourishing

market internationally.

High demand of agricultural land in areas with poor rainfall and poor

soils resulted in various land use options emerging.

The need to plan how land could be best utilized.

Government formalized wildlife management as a land use option

through amendment of the Parks and Wildlife Act (1982) to allow

community based natural resource management practices

(CAMPFIRE).

An enabling environment was created and institutions were

established to support community co-existence with wildlife, and

manage wildlife and human conflict. Recognizing many competing

livelihood options such as cattle ranching/grazing, gold panning and

subsistence agriculture.

Land Use Planning and Wildlife Conservation in Zimbabwe



• Mbire district’s Masoka Ward is the first community in Zimbabwe to 
adapt CAMPFIRE principles as a natural resource management 
regime for local development. 

• The district’s communal and adjacent State protected areas support 
a diverse and extensive population of large mammals.

• Governance of natural resources is done through Ward Wildlife 
Committees (WWCs). 

• Rules and regulations exist, including constitutions.  

• Project management by the communities is generally efficient, bank 
accounts are maintained.

• Involvement of the private sector is currently restricted to two safari 
operators. 

Wildlife Management in Mbire District



2013 DANDE SAFARI AREA, DANDE NORTH AND DANDE EAST - ACTUAL 

PAYMENTS BY SAFARI OPERATOR

Hunting Social Funds

Bird quota/ 

Camp rental Total

Council US$206,624.0 US$47,000.0 US$3,000.0 US$256,624.0

Parks US$190,994.0 US$0.0 US$0.0 US$190,994.0

Ward 4 US$27,365.0 US$4,000.0 US$3,500.0 US$34,865.0

Ward 10 US$2,000.0 US$1,000.0 US$0.0 US$3,000.0

Ward 11 US$21,057.0 US$2,000.0 US$0.0 US$23,057.0

Ward 12 US$6,000.0 US$2,500.0 US$0.0 US$8,500.0

Ward 1 US$41,237.5 US$5,500.0 US$0.0 US$46,737.5

Ward 2 US$59,947.5 US$5,500.0 US$0.0 US$65,447.5

CAMPFIRE 

Association US$12,608.0 US$0.0 US$0.0 US$12,608.0

ZTA US$ US$0.0 US$0.0 US$29,799.00

DAPU US$0.0 US$0.0 US$0.0 US$60,000.0 (estimate)

Total Paid US$567,833.0 US$67,500.0 US$6,500.0 US$731,632.00



Hunting Social Funds

Camp rental/

bird quota Total

Council US$225,172.0 US$47,000.0 US$3,000.0 US$275,172.0

Parks US$147,374.0 US$0.0 US$0.0 US$147,374.0

Ward 4 US$33,520.0 US$4,000.0 US$3,000.0 US$40,520.0

Ward 10 US$525.0 US$1,000.0 US$0.0 US$1,525.0

Ward 11 US$26,597.8 US$2,000.0 US$0.0 US$28,597.8

Ward 12 US$0.0 US$2,500.0 US$0.0 US$2,500.0

Ward 1 US$49,217.0 US$5,500.0 US$0.0 US$54,717.0

Ward 2 US$71,352.3 US$5,500.0 US$0.0 US$76,852.3

CAMPFIRE

Association US$14,650.0 US$0.0 US$0.0 US$14,650.0

ZTA US$24,466.00 $0 $0 US$24,466.00

DAPU US$0.0 US$0.0 US$0.0 US$71,968.0 (actual)

Total Paid US$568,408.1 US$67,500.0 US$6,000.0 US$738,342.00

2014 DANDE SAFARI AREA, DANDE NORTH AND DANDE EAST - ACTUAL 

PAYMENTS BY SAFARI OPERATOR



Hunting Social 

funds

Camp 

rental/ 

Bird quota

Total Notes 

Council $121,693.00 $47,000.00 $3,000.00 $171,693.00

Parks $131,768.08 $0 $0 $131,768.08

Ward 4 $22,261.91 $4,000.00 $3,500 $29,762.00

Ward 10 $3,862.50 $1,000.00 $0 $4,862.00

Ward 11 $15,950.05 $2,000.00 $0 $17,950.00

Ward 12 $0 $2,500.00 $0 $2,500.00

Ward 1 $35,582.86 $5,500.00 $0 $41,082.00

Ward 2 $55,794.73 $5,500.00 $0 $61,295.00

CAMPFIRE

Association

$10,515.00 $0 $0 $10,515.00

ZTA $18,164.00 $0 $0 $18,164.00

DAPU $80,000.00 $0 $0 $80,000

Total Paid $495,591.00 $67,500.00 $7,500.00 $589,592.00 Add 20,000 for 

incomplete 

hunts

2015 DANDE SAFARI AREA, DANDE NORTH AND DANDE EAST - ACTUAL 

PAYMENTS BY SAFARI OPERATOR



Clinic, nurses houses, 

Wildlife administration/CAMPFIRE office, storerooms, 

14 classrooms blocks, 7 teachers houses, school office, 

Grinding mills, 

2 hand pump bore holes, water pipes, toilet, water storage tanks, 

2 tractors, a tourist camp with 4 chalets

EXAMPLES OF COMMUNITY PROJECTS FUNDED FROM 

WILDLIFE INCOME IN MBIRE



Mbire Elephant poaching statistics (90% accurate)

Year No of Carcasses

2010 40

2011 36

2012 16

2013 4

2014 9

2015 3 (as of 14th October 2015)



DANDE ANTI-POACHING UNIT (DAPU)

Prior to 2010 that “community scouts” were thoroughly discouraged as
often they went up to a year without any pay - (hyper inflation)

Safari operator (with donor/client help) began support of the community
scouts (10 to begin with) in Dande East – payment of half of their
salaries, food, and equipment.

DAPU consists of:

1. Two full time “managers” employed.

2. Two dedicated land cruisers allocated.

3. 22 “community scouts” under DAPU control.

4. Access to 18 “Council Scouts”.

5. Access to 18 “Parks Rangers”.

The results are gratifying - poachers are on the back foot, thousands of 
snares have been picked up, and dozens of poachers arrested.

COLLABORATIVE APPROACH TO ANTI-POACHING IN 

MBIRE DISTRICT



In order for communities to conserve natural resources, value and benefits

have to be attached to the resources.

Due to dwindling space there is need for planning. Communities are consulted

through participatory processes which embrace the needs of communities,

wildlife, in a changing environment e.g. the establishment of conservancies for

both consumptive and won consumptive tourism.

Conservation must produce benefits.

Even our trees are pay for their existence through carbon storage, Carbon

credits have been sold and benefitted communities in Mbire.

In Zimbabwe, CAMPFIRE has worked very well for marginalized communities.

There are also opportunity costs associated with conservation - trauma caused

by all night guarding of crops or livestock from Elephants and Lions.

People get killed by Lions, Elephants, Hippos, Crocodiles and Buffaloes

The cost of conservation in rural areas is high, hence the need for elephants to

pay for their survival.

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE OF WILDLIFE  AND PEOPLE



Poor rural communities are at the frontline of
human and elephant conflict. They tolerate
crop damage and refrain from taking the
law into their own hands simply because
currently they enjoy the benefits of hunting.

Communities in producer wards do not want
to see their hunting benefits being
depleted by poachers. HOWEVER, if there
are no rewards from legal hunting they will in
turn actively assist or actually poach those
same elephants for reward.

CONCLUSION



A Parks led patrol accompanied by DAPU with arrested poachers

THANK YOU
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Airborne Anti – Poaching Operations Daily Summary 

Number 25-11-15(2) 
 

Date:  25 November 2015 

Flight Number:  

Account: Pro Safaris 

Area of operation: Rifa 

Pilot: George Mbazima 

Copilot/Spotter: Martin Henriksen  

Second Spotter: Pro Safaris  Johan Carinus 

Third Spotter: Pro Safaris Test Jojo 

Takeoff Time: 15:59 

Landing Time: 16:40 

Routing: Chirundu airstrip, Nyangombe Island, Centre road,Pro Safaris (B camp),Sharu 
River,Escarpment,Rifa/Nyamoumba Airstrip,Zambezi River,Kanyemba Island,Chirundu airstrip 
 

  
 Observations: Old Elephant Carcasses observed at the below co-ordinates. 

 
 S16 10 41 E28 53 04 1 Carcass  
S16°13′44′ E28°54 13 2 Carcasses 
   
 In total Three Elephant carcasses were observed.  
Due the recent rain,pans like Mazunga pan( S16 11 20 E28 56 01) have water but no animal activity was 
observed. 
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Airborne Anti – Poaching Operations Daily Summary 

Number 26-11-15(1) 
 

Date:  26 November 2015 

Flight Number: 1 

Account: Afri-Hype/Chirundu Safari Lodge/The Wild Safaris 

Area of operation: Chirundu/Nyakasanga 

Pilot: George Mbazima 

Copilot/Spotter: Martin Henriksen 

Second Spotter: CSL Bert Keightly 

Third Spoter: National Parks Ranger Victor Mahachi 

Takeoff Time: 05:36 

Landing Time: 06:29 

Routing: Chirundu airfield,Main Chirundu Road(West), Pan (S16 03 11 E28 56 12),Chichuru Pan,Menza 
Pan,Mangwandi Road,Nyakasanga,Chemutsi,Cross Mana Pools Road,Parallel to Escarpment,Chombo Pan,East of 
Nyakasanga,Nyakasanga-Zambezi Confluence, Mongwe, Zambezi River,Carl Pisac,Kanyemba Island,Chirundu 
airfield. 
 

  
 Observations: 

 Very little game movement 

 Due to recent rains,small pans full 

 Impala herd near Chemutsi Photographic area (S16 09 07 E29 10 09) 

 Elephant herd close to Chemutsi River (S16 08 29 E29 07 39) 

 No evidence of Buffaloes on Kanyemba Island 

 As a result of recent rains, Mopani trees starting to form canopies 
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Airborne Anti – Poaching Operations Daily Summary 

Number 27-11-15(1) 
 

Date:  27 November 2015 

Flight Number: 1 

Account: Pro Safaris 

Area of operation:  Rifa 

Pilot: George Mbazima 

Copilot/Spotter:Martin Henriksen  

Second Spotter:Pro Safaris Johan Carinus 

Third Spotter:National Parks Ranger Victor Mahachi 

Takeoff Time: 05:16 

Landing Time: 06:29 

Routing: Chirundu Airstrip,Nyangombe Island,Centre Road,Pro Safaris,Sharu River,Parallel Escarpment,Parallel 
Main Chirundu Road,Nyangombe Island,Rifa Educational Camp,Down Sharu River,Up Chironga River,Track 36 
Road,Chirundu Airstrip. 
 

  
Observations: 

 Very little game movement 

 Elephant herd spotted at S16 21 18 E028 54 07 

 Midstream Dugout canoe at S16 12 07 E28 50 31 

 Dugout canoe at S16 20 03 E28 50 07 

 1 Old elephant carcass at S16 19 43 E28 54 35 

 1 Old elephant carcass at S16 09 56 E29 02 12 

 Known poacher crossing point S16 10 35 E28 50 21 
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the Zimbabwe Parks and Wildlife Management Authority (“ZPWMA”), Conservation Force, tourist hunting 

operators, and others.  This information demonstrates tourist hunting revenues justify habitat protection, 

fund most elephant management and anti-poaching, and increase community tolerance of elephant and 

other game.  The continued suspension of trophy imports obstructs all this.  It blocks resources ZPWMA 

needs to successfully manage the country’s 83,000+ elephant.  The DMA has redefined “enhancement,” 

and set ZPWMA up to fail the new test by cutting off the support on which ZPWMA relies.  This is a “Catch-

22” situation. 

Third, denial of the applicants’ request for reconsideration is arbitrary, capricious, and contradictory.  The 

Finding’s mistakes should be updated and corrected.  The Finding itself requires this—it promises, at least 

four times, that the DMA will consider additional information when provided and re-evaluate its negative 

conclusion.2  The DMA received such information in July 2015 in response to a May questionnaire sent by 

the Director of International Affairs almost two months after the Finding was made.  Yet, the Finding has 

not been updated or revised.  The denial of the request for reconsideration is wrong.  It cannot be based 

on the best information because the Finding and this denial fail to consider the most up-to-date, complete 

data requested and received by the DMA. 

Therefore, we respectfully appeal the DMA’s errors to you, and request oral argument on the appeal. 

I.   THE SUSPENSION OF ELEPHANT TROPHY IMPORTS FROM ZIMBABWE IS BASED ON ERRONEOUS 

INFORMATION AND MISINTERPRETATION OF FACT AND HAS BEEN FROM THE VERY BEGINNING 

The suspension has been improper from the start.  The DMA’s negative April Finding cited a “lack of recent 

data on what is occurring in Zimbabwe” as the “most significant aspect of our analysis.”3  But an asserted 

lack of data does not justify the suspension because it was due entirely to the DMA’s failure to ask.  The 

April Finding admits that prior to the suspension, the DMA had not reached out to ZPWMA in writing since 

2007, and ZPWMA provided the requested information at that time.  The DMA also met with Zimbabwean 

representatives “at various times in the past 6 years,” but does not claim to have expressed concern about 

a lack of data during those meetings.4  To our knowledge, there is no record of a 2007 information request, 

or any other written request until April 4, 2014.5 

Rather than consulting with Zimbabwe as recommended by CITES Res. Conf. 11.3, or “provid[ing] … specific 

actions that can be taken by Zimbabwe … that might allow the Service to reconsider its findings” and “early 

engagement with the sport-hunting community to maintain positive relations and create opportunity for 

                                                           
2 E.g., Finding, p. 1 & 3 (“The suspension on importation of trophies taken during calendar year 2015 or future hunting 

seasons could be lifted if additional information on the status and management of elephants in Zimbabwe becomes 

available…”), p. 6, 11 (“the Service can re-evaluate this finding, and the suspension on importation of trophies taken 

during calendar year 2015 or future hunting seasons could be lifted, if additional information on the status and 

management of elephants in Zimbabwe becomes available…”). 

3 April Finding, p. 6. 

4 April Finding, p. 1, 2, 6; July Finding, p. 3. 

5 Conservation Force obtained documents in response to a Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) request for the basis 

of the April 2014 suspension.  That production included the April 4, 2014 questionnaire to ZPWMA, but no others. 
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cooperative action to affect [sic] change,” as suggested in an internal memorandum,6 the DMA suspended 

the import of elephant trophies without warning.  The DMA’s failure to engage Zimbabwe or the hunting 

community, and the resultant errors and omissions in the Findings, are so flagrant as to seem intentional.  

This conduct suggests an unpublished policy against regulated tourist hunting as a conservation tool. 

For example, despite identifying a lack of data as the primary basis for suspending imports, the DMA did 

not request updated information from Zimbabwe until April 4, 2014—the same day it publicly announced 

the suspension in a press release.7  ZPWMA was blindsided and its reaction was immediate.  Its Director-

General objected in a letter dated April 14 and sent a 32-page response to the questionnaire on April 17, 

2014.8  The Director-General took the initiative to explain the response, answer questions, and meet with 

FWS representatives in person in D.C.9  (Note that ZPWMA was equally responsive to the FWS’ October 

31, 2014 and May 12, 2015 information requests.)10 

But likely due to the failure to consult ZPWMA and reliance instead upon uninformed, biased sources, each 

negative enhancement finding has contained numerous errors.11  And though the DMA received updated, 

best-available information and corrections, it has barely adjusted its findings and maintained much of the 

same language—and the same negative conclusion. 

The import suspension was based initially on an inexplicable misunderstanding of Zimbabwe’s elephant 

population status and poaching level.  According to the April Finding, the IUCN African Elephant Specialist 

Group’s (“AfESG”) database showed Zimbabwe’s elephant population “had been reduced” from 84,416 in 

2007 to 47,366 in 2012; ZPWMA failed to properly monitor or manage these elephant; and a “2013 CITES 

Panel of Experts” identified weaknesses in ZPWMA’s management, funding, and infrastructure.  The April 

Finding also claimed “over 300” elephant were poisoned in Hwange National Park in 2013, and “anecdotal 

                                                           
6 CITES Conf. Res. 11.3; Conf. Res. 6.7 (recommending that parties intending to take stricter domestic measures first 

notify and consult with affected range states); B. Arroyo, Information Memorandum for the Director (Jan. 8, 2014), 

p. 2. 

7 FWS FOIA Production, p. 747-51 (T. Van Norman, Letter to E. Chidziya, Director-General of ZPWMA (Apr. 4, 2014)). 

8 ZPWMA, Response to Questions Raised by the U.S. FWS to Address the USA Endangered Species Act (Apr. 17, 2017) 

(“ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response”). 

9 Conservation Force, Comment Opposing the Negative Enhancement Finding for African Elephant Taken as Sport-

Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe in 2014 (Oct. 16, 2014), p. 5 & attachments (“CF Oct. 2014 Comment”). 

10 E.g., Conservation Force, Request for Reconsideration of Denial of Permit Applications PRT-04846C and PRT-04205C 

(Apr. 6, 207), p. 2-3, 8-10, 13-14 (“Request for Reconsideration”) (“ZPWMA responded to the first questionnaire within 

two weeks … ZPWMA responded to the second questionnaire in under six weeks; responded to third—not considered 

in the Finding—in five weeks; responded to the fourth—not considered in the Finding—in two weeks; and responded 

to the fifth —not considered in the Finding—within several weeks, with the final plan prioritization completed within 

six months.”); ZPWMA, Response to the USFWS (July 2015) (“ZPWMA July 2015 Response”); ZPWMA, Response to 

the USFWS (Dec. 10, 2014) (“ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response”). 

11 The FOIA production revealed largely dated articles in the record, FWS employees who recommended “unilaterally 

stop[ping] issuing any permits for any trophies from Zimbabwe immediately,” without consulting ZPWMA, and the 

immediate refutation of the news reports by WWF.  One of the most-cited sources in these articles, Johnny Rodrigues 

of the Zimbabwe Conservation Task Force (“ZCTF”), was shown to have alleged “twisted” and incorrect information, 

and was unknown to WWF or the Chair of the National Task Force on Poaching and Habitat Loss.  See, e.g., FWS FOIA 

Production, p. 162, 176-78. 
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evidence” indicated that Zimbabwe’s elephant population was “under siege.”12  These were all reasons to 

justify the suspension in the April Finding.  And none of these were based in fact.  They were factual errors, 

copied language from the positive, 1997 enhancement finding, or fabrications from anti-hunting sources 

the FWS knew already to be unreliable. 

ZPWMA and Conservation Force submitted extensive information to correct these DMA mistakes.  Among 

other things, we explained how the DMA misinterpreted the AfESG database’s data categories to reflect a 

“reduction.”13  Even the AfESG corrected the DMA’s misunderstanding.14  We also submitted seven surveys 

dating from the past ten years, including a 2007 aerial estimate of North West Matabeleland/Hwange to 

correct the April Finding’s incorrect opinion that ZPWMA did not monitor the elephant population.15  The 

surveys covered over three-fourths of Zimbabwe’s estimated elephant range, and were available through 

a website link to “new” surveys which the DMA apparently did not choose to click.16 

This information provided showed that ~105 elephants were poisoned in Hwange, not 300, largely due to 

the quick intervention of ZPWMA rangers and the erly warning and assistance of the neighboring hunting 

                                                           
12 April Finding, p. 3-6; FWS Division of Public Affairs, Service Suspends Import of Elephant Trophies from Tanzania 

and Zimbabwe (Apr. 4, 2014) (“Press Release”) (“Anecdotal evidence, such as the widely publicized poisoning last 

year of 300 elephants in Hwange National Park, suggests that Zimbabwe’s elephants are also under siege.”). 

13 As we previously explained, “The enhancement finding badly misunderstands the currentness and completeness 

of the AfESG’s ‘2013 Africa’ analysis.  That data is updated only through a point in 2012 [as stated in the database], 

and only to the extent the under-funded volunteers of AfESG are able to review and incorporate ‘new’ surveys.  The 

AfESG working group’s pace is not always consistent or speedy due to funding constraints [discussed by the Chair in 

a document we attached from the Sixty-Fifth Meeting of the CITES Standing Committee].  Accordingly, there are ‘251 

new surveys’ advertised on the main page of the Database (which FWS should have visited to get to the ’2013 Africa’ 

report).  These surveys ‘have not yet been reviewed by the appropriate Data Review Working Group’ [page attached] 

and are not reflected in the database tables.  Had FWS clicked the link … it would have counted seven from Zimbabwe 

on the list.  Of the seven, five were completed before 2012.  (In fact, 221 of the 246 ‘new’ surveys were conducted 

prior to 2013 and 185 were conducted prior to 2012, making most of the surveys on this list not very ‘new.’)  Shouldn’t 

FWS be sophisticated enough to understand the database’s limitations?”  CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 10-11. 

14 Zimbabwe requested the AfESG comment on the April and July Findings, which was done by email dated May 30, 

2014 and a comprehensive letter dated November 3, 2014.  The Chair wrote that the July Finding relied on a “serious 

oversight” in the database—the failure to include the 2007 survey of NW Matabeleland in the country total, although 

“this survey was listed in the ‘New Surveys’ portion of the AED website (http://www.elephantdatabase.org/ 

population_submissions/154).”  The Chair pointed out “four other instances in which the use of data from the AED 

presented within the finding’s ‘Population Status’ section demonstrated oversights or misinterpretations as well as 

a fifth instance meriting clarification.”  These included: five surveys conducted between 2006-2010 estimated higher 

populations, contradicting the July Finding’s statement that 2006-2010 surveys indicated “a substantial decline in 

the population”; even if “double-counting” occurred during the Save Valley Conservancy survey the population would 

still have increased, contradicting the July Finding’s criticism; the statement about “a carcass ratio of less than 4%” 

“suggests a conflation of carcass ratios from aerial surveys and mortality rates,” and “4% seems a reasonable figure”; 

and “sample counts are not inferior to total counts,” contradicting the finding’s suggestion and “betray[ing] a likely 

misunderstanding of the relative value of sample v. total counts,” among other corrections.  AfESG Letter, p. 1-4. 

15 Conservation Force, Comment Opposing the Interim Suspension of Imports of Elephant Trophies from Zimbabwe 

(June 6, 2014), p. 4-7 & attachments (“CF June 2014 Comment”).  We also provided evidence of the monitoring which 

supplement periodic aerial surveys, including water hole game counts, road strip and walking transects, and ranger-

based monitoring.  E.g., ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 6; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 

Comment, p. 10-12 & attachments.  

16 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 11 & attachments (including website print); ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 5; AfESG 

Letter, p. 1-2. 
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operator (an act of enhancement as discussed below).  The poachers received deterrent 15-year sentences.  

In response, ZPWMA initiated a “private sector driven fund raising initiative” and “massive [ranger] 

recruitment drive” and increased criminal penalties for wildlife poisoning.  Moreover, ZPWMA’s data 

indicated poaching was lower in Zimbabwe than most other African countries.  Zimbabwe’s elephant were 

not “under siege,” but generally stable or increasing.17 

Moreover, the information proved that the “2013 CITES Panel of Experts” did not exist, and certainly did 

not query ZPWMA’s dedicated elephant management.  The 1997 enhancement finding—which approved 

trophy imports—included almost verbatim language.  It seems this language was retained, and somehow 

edited to “2013,” without any fact-checking by the author.18  These avoidable, perhaps intentional, errors 

undercut the April Finding’s negative conclusion.  The DMA’s express concerns did not and do not exist. 

But instead of admitting its mistakes, the July Finding compounded them.  It continued to claim Zimbabwe 

was suffering from a poaching crisis, lacked updated surveys, and was criticized by a “2002 CITES Panel of 

Experts.”  It relied upon outdated CITES/ETIS reports, incorrectly insisted a historical review of elephant 

management actions was Zimbabwe’s elephant management plan, ignored four pages of explanation on 

quota-setting, and ignored a data-rich report from the CAMPFIRE Association.  The “updated” July Finding 

did little more than entrench the prior finding’s errors and omissions.19 

Once again, Conservation Force tried to rectify these mistakes in a 34-page, substantive comment with 58 

attachments. The comment painstakingly went through and fact-checked each section of the July Finding 

and pointed to information that had been ignored.20  We emphasized the on-going update to Zimbabwe’s 

                                                           
17 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 5-13; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 3-8 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 18 

& attachments; G. Wittmyer et al., Illegal Killing for Ivory Drives Global Decline in African Elephants, Proceedings of 

the National Academy of Sciences (July 22, 2014).  Reduced poaching in Zimbabwe was reflected in the Proportion of 

Illegally Killed Elephant (“PIKE”) after 2012.  In copying-and-pasting from the April Finding, the July Finding incorrectly 

stated that 2013 PIKE data was unavailable.  But it was, as pointed out by the AfESG and Conservation Force.  AfESG 

Letter, p. 4; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 21-22 & attachments.  Updated 2013 PIKE showed the illegal killing of elephant 

fell to 0.4 at the Chewore site and 0.22 at the NyamiNyami site, below the “unsustainable” level.  CITES Secretariat, 

SC65 Doc. 42.1 & Inf. 42.1 (data reflected a “statistically significant” decline in poaching); AfESG Letter, p. 4-5; see 

also ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 25 (providing PIKE 2000-2014). 

ZPWMA’s July 2015 Response (p. 24-31) reports on “Urgent Measures” undertaken to bring about this reduction; see 

also ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 13-14. 

18 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 14; compare April Finding, p. 3-4, with Chief, Branch of Permits, Enhancement Finding 

for African Elephants Taken Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe (July 2, 1997), p. 3 (“1997 Finding”). 

19 E.g., July Finding, p. 5 (failing to address pledge to update elephant management plan), p. 6 (misinterpreting AfESG 

database with almost verbatim language to April Finding), p. 6 (dismissing Save Valley Conservancy survey as “partial” 

and with “double counting”), p. 6-7 (misconstruing carcass ratio in Gonarezhou NP survey), p. 7 (claiming 2012 and 

2013 PIKE unavailable), p. 7 (claiming to lack data on ZPWMA’s funding), p. 7 (citing “2002 CITES Panel of Experts”), 

p. 8 (relying upon ivory seizure reports), p. 9 (complaining to lack offtakes figures), p. 10 (conflating human-elephant 

conflict with PAC offtake), p. 10 (raising a red herring of the CITES approved trade in hides), p. 10-11 (dictating what 

factors ZPWMA must consider in quota-setting), p. 11-12 (failing to discuss the CAMPFIRE Association Report). 

20 E.g., CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 8, 15-16 (explaining how Elephant Management in Zimbabwe was not a management 

plan and quote referred to maintaining trophy quality, not sustainability), p. 10-11 (correcting misinterpretation of 

AfESG database and existence of “new surveys”), p. 11-12 (noting additional surveys provided which refuted claims 

that “very few new surveys” had been conducted, Hwange had not been surveyed, and surveys showed downward 

trend), p. 13 (demonstrating that SVC survey was comparable to prior and “double-counting,” if it even occurred, had 

minimal effect), p. 13-14 (correcting misreading of GNP survey report and omission of sentence in quote), p. 16-17 
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elephant management action plan that was largely omitted in the July Finding (although the DMA was kept 

informed of the process) and the 2014 aerial survey being planned with Zimbabwe’s transfrontier partners 

to be comparable with past surveys, among (many) other things.21 

However, the Finding still does not adequately consider these corrections and submitted data.  As detailed 

in the Request for Reconsideration, the Finding repeatedly copies-and-pastes from the July Finding.  (At 

least half the substantive paragraphs contain similar, sometimes verbatim language to the July Finding).  

The Finding fails to incorporate significant information submitted by ZPWMA or Conservation Force.  Some 

of the errors made are fundamental. 

For example, as in July, the Finding does not consider four of the seven recent elephant surveys provided, 

and cherry-picked from the two surveys it cited (and was corrected by the AfESG).22  As in July, the Finding 

purportedly quotes from a “CITES Panel of Experts” that did not exist.23  As in July, the Finding dismisses 

what it labels as “bright spots of conservation” as being “not enough,” and criticizes Zimbabwe’s lack of a 

“government mechanism” to encourage conservation.  But Zimbabwe was the first African country to give 

“Appropriate Authority” to local communal land holders to manage and benefit from wildlife on their land.  

That authority is exactly the mechanism which incentivizes the existence of populations of elephant, lion, 

leopard, and other dangerous game that otherwise would not exist (see p. 11 below).24  At the turn of the 

twentieth century, the elephant population in Zimbabwe was estimated to be fewer than 5,000.  Now, 

thanks in part to the “bright spots” of hunter conservation and largely to the devolution of management 

authority, elephant populations are stable or increasing.25  They are also sustainably hunted, as explained 

                                                           
(explaining why 2014 national survey did not require cameras and comparability was main goal), p. 20-21 (proving 

“2002” CITES Panel of Experts did not exist), p. 21-22  (providing 2012 and 2013 PIKE data (which had been available 

in July)), p. 22 (explaining that ETIS data is “confounded” by some CITES-authorized, lawful trade in ivory in Zimbabwe 

that is subject to seizure abroad), p. 25-26 (justifying quota-setting process), p. 26-28 (noting omission of CAMPFIRE 

Association Report data), Appendix I (quoting April 4 inquiry and claimed lack of data to demonstrate that data was 

not requested). 

21 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9, 16-17, & attachments; AfESG Letter, p. 4-5.  Please note that the DMA received the 

report of the national Elephant Management Plan Workshop in December 2014, and was sent invitations, agendas, 

and proceedings of the regional elephant management planning workshops as these were issued. 

22 AfESG Letter, p. 2-5 (correcting errors with paragraphs on Save Valley Conservancy and Gonarezhou surveys); CF 

Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 10-14. 

23 The Finding cannot possibly quote the Panel of Experts’ report, which was clearly not reviewed, because the author 

still cannot get the correct date for the Panel after three tries.  The author first chose 2013, then cut off a decade in 

the July Finding.  Perhaps he or she considered 1997 to be a safe bet because Zimbabwe’s elephant population was 

down-listed from Appendix I to Appendix II of CITES in 1997.  However, that down-listing was in the works for several 

CoPs, and Zimbabwe’s elephant status and management were reviewed by the CITES Panel of Experts in 1992.  CITES 

Res. Conf. 7.9; Zimbabwe, Consideration of Proposals for Amendment of Appendices I and II (Prop. 10.27); CITES Panel 

of Experts, Review of the Proposals Submitted by Botswana, Namibia, and Zimbabwe to Transfer Their National 

Populations of Loxodonta africana (1992).  Please note that even if the Finding intends to cite this Panel, their report 

is twenty-five years old. 

24 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 27-30; Request for Reconsideration, p. 16-18.  The Finding (p. 10) criticizes ZPWMA due 

to the commitment of hunting operators to provide enhancement.   That should not be a criticism.  It is a benefit to 

the elephant and other species.  It represents the devolution of anti-poaching and community support obligations 

to the private sector, relieving some of the financial burden on ZPWMA.  Accord ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 14-

16, 27-28; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 4, 17-20, 25-26; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 14, 31-33. 

25 ZPWMA, Zimbabwe National Elephant Management Plan (2015-2020), p. 3-11 (“Plan”). 
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in three ZPWMA Responses and the non-detriment determination.26  The participatory, locally allocated 

quotas represent a fraction (0.37% in 2014 and 0.49% in 2016) of the elephant population, and offtakes 

are even lower—0.23% on average (2010-2015).27 

Rather than accepting the evidence of enhancement and sustainability, the Finding, as in July, twists facts, 

ignores relevant data, claims not to have information, and does everything it can to justify the negative 

conclusion in light of everything that points to a positive finding of enhancement.  The DMA then tacitly 

admitted it had not requested information it claimed not to have when it sent a May 2015 questionnaire 

to ZPWMA.28 

The concerns on which the trophy import suspension was based have been proven baseless.  Zimbabwe’s 

elephant management and tourist hunting system have been proven to benefit the species.  If all of the 

submissions by ZPWMA, Conservation Force, and others are reviewed without a preconceived conclusion, 

then that best-available and most current information requires the suspension to be lifted.  An unbiased 

and open-minded review is what we request by this appeal. 

II.   THE SUSPENSION OBSTRUCTS THE ENHANCEMENT GENERATED BY LAWFUL TOURIST HUNTING 

During the last 38 months and counting, ZPWMA, Conservation Force, and others have provided far more 

than enough information to demonstrate that the “enhancement” standard is satisfied.  Far more than in 

prior enhancement findings.  This information reflects “activities that provide a direct or indirect benefit 

to the species in the wild.”29  Tourist hunting benefits elephant by creating incentives for habitat protection 

and expansion, operating funding for ZPWMA, funding for anti-poaching and “boots on the ground,” rural 

community employment and investment, and much more.  This is not an empty claim.  It is borne out in 

the extensive documentation submitted. 

A. Expansion and Protection of Habitat and Sustainable Funding 

Tourist hunting enhances the survival of elephants in Zimbabwe by justifying protection of two-and-a-half 

times more habitat than in strictly-protected national parks.  Although the ~28,000 km2 in national parks 

contribute greatly to wildlife conservation, the parks are much smaller than the approximately 19,000 km2 

in safari areas, 40,000 km2 in communal/CAMPFIRE areas, and over 7,100 km2 in private conservancies.30  

                                                           
26 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 19-26; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 22-25; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43-

48; ZPWMA, Non-Detriment Finding for African Elephant in Zimbabwe (May 16, 2014); Request for Reconsideration, 

p. 10-11. 

27 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43 (average offtake of <192 elephant per year), 44 (quota less than 300 in 2014), 

46 (2016 quota). 

28 B. Arroyo, Letter to Minister Kasukuwere (May 12, 2015); . 

29 C. Hoover, Letter to Applicant PRT-04846C (May 16, 2017), p. 1 ¶ 2. 

30 IUCN, World Database on Protected Areas, publicly available at http://www.protectedplanet.net; CAMPFIRE Assn., 

Trophy Imports Suspension and the CAMPFIRE Program (2014), p. 1-2 (“CAMPFIRE Association Report”); Request for 

Reconsideration, p. 17 (citing B. du Preez et al., Sport-Hunting and Lion (Panthera leo) Conservation in Zimbabwe (Jan. 

31, 2016); B. du Preez, Bubye Valley Conservancy Lion Research Report (Jan. 12, 2016) (“BVC Report”); R. Groom, 

Hunting in Zimbabwe’s Save Valley Conservancy (Jan. 27, 2013). 

Note, this estimate does not include all communal areas, but only nine significant hunting areas.  It does not include 

all conservancies (most specifically, the 1,400 km2 Nuanetsi area or the Gwayi Valley).  And it does not include the 
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The revenue from lawful hunting sustains this expanded habitat.  It is obviously an incentive in safari areas, 

but also in CAMPFIRE areas (prior to the suspension), hunting generated ~90% of all revenue, and elephant 

hunting generated three-quarters of this total.31  In private conservancies such as Bubye and Savé Valley, 

operations, anti-poaching, and community programs are exclusively supported by hunting income.32 

Hunting revenue also provides most of the operating budget on which ZPWMA relies to secure this habitat 

and police the national parks.33  Conservation fees charged to hunting clients and others, and hunting fees 

charged for concession leases, licenses, and trophies, are the primary source of ZPWMA’s funds.  Elephant 

hunting fees account for the largest percent of revenue generated across all user-pay land categories (e.g., 

safari areas, communal land, private conservancies, and forestry concessions).  In 2014, over $6 million in 

trophy fee revenue derived from elephant hunts.  Approximately $5 million accrued to ZPWMA and was 

“ploughed back into conservation,” law enforcement, and management.34  Over 50% of the revenue had 

come from U.S. hunters prior to the suspension.35 

According to ZPWMA’s Elephant Coordinator: “the African elephant is one of the biggest drawcard species 

from a hunting perspective and is at the centre of all the major hunts … Generally hunting contributed an 

average of USD22m to the GDP in 2014 and 2015...”36  Most of the revenue from elephant hunting is re-

invested in and contributes to the recovery of the species by being used for law enforcement and anti-

poaching.37  Without this revenue, ZPWMA is hard-pressed to implement its state-of-the-art national and 

regional elephant management plans.  The trophy import suspension reduced, and continues to reduce, 

this much-needed revenue.38 

                                                           
forest reserves that allow sustainable hunting, such as those in the Matetsi/Kazuma Pan area.  The habitat provided 

and protected in hunting areas is even larger than stated above. 

31 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 4; CAMPFIRE Assn., CAMPFIRE Hunting Income and Distribution (Dec. 1, 2015), 

p. 6 (“CAMPFIRE Income Analysis”). 

32 Conservation Imperative, Fate of the African Lion: Bubye Valley Conservancy (sent to the DMA on Feb. 24, 2016). 

33 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 16, 25, 27; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 20-21; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 

48-53 & attachments; ZPWMA Email to DMA forwarding Zimbabwe National Elephant Supplementary Management 

Plan (2015-2010) (Nov. 9, 2016) (“Plan Supplement”); CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 30-31 & attachments. 

34 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 25; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 17 (CAMPFIRE revenue is also “ploughed back into 

wildlife conservation activities in CAMPFIRE areas.  Proceeds are used directly for elephant conservation, provision of 

game water supplies, wildlife monitoring and anti-poaching programs on communal land”). 

35 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 40-41; CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 4; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 6; ZPWMA, 

Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 19; SOAZ, Status of 

Elephant Populations, Hunting, and Anti-Poaching Effort in Safari Areas in Zimbabwe (2014), p. 3-4 (“SOAZ Report”). 

36 ZPWMA, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods (Dec. 2016), p. 9-10. 

37 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 36-41, 48-51; ZPWMA, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods (Dec. 2016), 

p. 9-10.  Salaries and ranger equipment are the largest budget items, and most rangers are used for patrols that 

conduct monitoring and protection/enforcement.  ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 34-36. 

38 See generally Plan; Plan Supplement, p. 6 (“One of the major challenges regarding implementation of the EMP is 

with regards to the adoption of stricter domestic measures by the United States of America.  This has had the net 

effect of further reducing the revenue from hunting into the Authority, which therefore affects the budget allocated 

to resource protection, in particular the elephant in this case.  One of the key impediments towards and full and 

comprehensive implementation of the Elephant Management Plan is limited resources.”); CAMPFIRE Assn., The Role 

of Trophy Hunting of Elephant in Support of the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE Program (Dec. 2016), p. 1, 22-25 (“CAMPFIRE—

Role of Hunting Report”), publicly available at http://campfirezimbabwe.org/index.php/downloads. 
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B. Anti-Poaching and Encroachment 

Lawful tourist safari hunting enhances the survival of elephant by being a key component of Zimbabwe’s 

national anti-poaching strategy.39  Hunting operators are often the first to observe poaching and the first 

line of defense against poachers because concessions frequently buffer national parks and international 

borders.  The DMA was provided extensive documentation to evidence this enhancement, yet somehow 

misinterprets this evidence as a negative. 

The Hwange National Park poisoning referenced in the April Finding and press release was first discovered 

by a hunting company’s team of anti-poaching scouts.  The scouts initially tracked the poachers, and the 

operator and team worked closely with ZPWMA rangers to minimize the damage.40  This is a clear example 

of how hunting operators in the field41 benefit elephant.  Their presence adds to the capacity to police a 

park like Hwange, 1.6 times the size of Yellowstone National Park.  Hunting operators’ anti-poaching teams 

add a significant number of “boots on the ground.”  According to SOAZ, a sample of just fourteen operators 

invested almost $1 million in anti-poaching in 2013, including salaries for 245 scouts.42  (The DMA received 

this data, but has never discussed or cited it in the Findings.) 

Conservation Force submitted specific examples to further demonstrate the operators’ commitments and 

contributions.  One operator in an area bordering Mozambique “picked up over 5,000 snares and arrested 

over 60 poachers (in four years),” with an annual anti-poaching expenditure of $80,000 to $90,000.  The 

scouts have grown so skilled in anti-poaching that they work with ZPWMA rangers to patrol Mana Pools 

National Park, in addition to patrolling the concession.  The operator spent over $95,000 on anti-poaching 

activities in 2016 alone, and more in community payments (as discussed in the next section). 43 

Similarly, a hunting operator discovered the Hwange poisoning because the company’s twelve-person anti-

poaching team patrols the park’s edge.  This is an inherent benefit of tourist hunting.  The company’s anti-

poaching and community programs exceeded $350,000 in 2014.  Ninety-five percent of the company’s 

revenue derived from elephant hunting prior to the trophy import suspension.44 

                                                           
39 ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 26-28; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 17; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 27, 33-

34.  

40 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4, 18-19 (attaching email and declaration from operator involved). 

41 The Finding, p. 10, misconstrues this as hunting clients (“armed hunters”).  But our submissions have never claimed 

hunting clients contribute to anti-poaching.  Rather, the extensive operator patrols protect the habitat and provide 

the key enhancement.  E.g., CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4, 17-19 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 22, 27-

33 & attachments; Request for Reconsideration, p. 12-13, 16-18 & attachments (e.g., examples of Charlton McCallum 

Safaris, Lodzi Hunters, Pro Safaris, Martin Pieters Safaris, etc.); SOAZ Report, p. 4. 

42 SOAZ Report, p. 4. 

43 Information for Charlton McCallum Safaris submitted in: CF June 2014 Comment, p. 16,18-19 & attachments; CF 

Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 27-30 & attachments; Conservation Force, Supplementary Comment Opposing [July] Finding 

and Information Provided in Support of a Positive Enhancement Finding for 2015 (Dec. 15, 2014) p. 3-6 & attachments 

(“CF Dec. 2014 Comment”); CF, Supporting Documentation for Comments Demonstrating Enhancement from Tourist 

Hunting in Zimbabwe (Jan. 19, 2015), p. 1-4 & attachments (“CF Jan. 2015 Comment”); Request for Reconsideration, 

p. 12 (citing emails sent to the DMA attaching Charlton McCallum Safaris documents). 

44 Information for Lodzi Hunters: CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 3-6 & attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment, p. 1-4 & 

attachments; Request for Reconsideration, p. 13 & attachments. 
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Another hunting operator along the Zambian border invests over six percent of turnover in a ten-member 

anti-poaching team, and coordinates with ZPWMA rangers to police the over 500 km2 concession (a little 

smaller than Zion National Park).45  In 2013-2014, anti-poaching teams in the Omay communal area (which 

forms a corridor with several safari areas and national parks) conducted 289 patrols, recovered 165 snares, 

and arrested 123 poachers.46 

The revenue from tourist hunting, and especially elephant hunting, underwrites anti-poaching programs 

throughout Zimbabwe.  In the national parks, hunting operators work with and support ZPWMA rangers.47  

Their contributions do not “raise … concerns about the effectiveness of funds utilization” by ZPWMA,48 but 

benefit the elephant and other wildlife by sharing law enforcement costs with the private sector, reducing 

the government burden.  This is a customary and widely-recognized “enhancement” of regulated hunting 

in Zimbabwe and throughout Southern and Eastern Africa.  As we previously explained: 

The examples … are not just “bright spots,” as dismissed in the [July] finding … they form 

a steady beam of light that shines on Zimbabwe’s elephant.  These examples represent a 

consistent commitment throughout the safari community in Zimbabwe, and a shared goal 

of ensuring the conservation of elephant and other wildlife.  That is … enhancement.49 

And that enhancement is being reduced and threatened by the denial of these import permits. 

C. CAMPFIRE/Reduction of Human-Elephant Conflicts 

Zimbabwe was the first African country to devolve control over natural resources to the local communities 

living on that land.  CAMPFIRE’s innovation was to give communities a proprietary interest in the resource, 

including wildlife.50  CAMPFIRE communities rely upon lawful tourist hunting to generate revenues, which 

are used for building schools and clinics, improving water supplies, paying school fees or pensions, shoring 

up food supplies, and more.51  Benefits for rural communities are multiplied in jobs, gratuities, game meat, 

and other financial opportunities much valued in a country with high unemployment and poverty rates.52 

Before the suspension of elephant trophy imports, approximately 90% of CAMPFIRE revenue derived from 

hunting concessions.  The revenue is split among wards, rural district councils, and the national CAMPFIRE 

Association, with 55% of funds directed to ward bank accounts, and 26% of funds invested in community 

projects.53  Elephant hunting was the financial backbone of CAMPFIRE.  Over 70% of the revenue derived 

                                                           
45 Request for Reconsideration, p. 17 & attachments (Pro Safaris Report). 

46 Request for Reconsideration, p. 17 & attachments (Martin Pieters Safaris Reports). 

47 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 4, 18; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 22, 28-30. 

48 Finding, p. 10. 

49CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 33 (citing CF June 2014 Comment, p. 17-19). 

50 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 2-3. 

51 From 1986-2006, CAMPFIRE channeled more than $20 million to rural villages and $17 million to RDCs.  CAMPFIRE 

Association Report, p. 3-4, 8. 

52 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4, 7-11; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting, Annex 1; ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, 24-

28 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 15-17 & attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 26-27, 30-33. 

53 Relying on outdated information, the July Finding (p. 11) and Finding (p. 18) each criticize distribution of CAMPFIRE 

revenues, but generally that has not been an issue in the last decade, since the CAMPFIRE Constitution and revenue-

sharing guidelines were revised.  It is “NOT about noncompliance in disbursement of revenue to communities.  It is 

the quality of services provided by RDCs to communities, e.g. anti-poaching, problem animal control, hunting 
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from elephant hunting.  This exceeded $1.7 million in 2012.54  Over 53-66% of clients were U.S. citizens, 

and from 2010-2015, over $5 million was generated for CAMPFIRE communities from elephant hunts by 

U.S. hunters. 55  However, that number has fallen since 2014.56 

The grant of Appropriate Authority means ZPWMA foregoes the hunting fees in CAMPFIRE areas.  Fees and 

other benefits accrue directly to the communities.  CAMPFIRE communities also benefit from contracts or 

joint ventures with hunting operators.  Conservation Force submitted specific examples of community-

operator arrangements which have reduced poaching and human-wildlife conflicts.  In the Mbire District 

where applicant PRT-04205C hunted, the operator and community maintain a “genuine joint venture.”  In 

2013 to 2015, the operator paid over $1 million to local wards.57  Ninety percent of this income came from 

hunting, 90% of clients were U.S. citizens, and over one-third of the revenue derived from elephant hunts 

by U.S. citizens.58 

Likewise, under contract with the Tsholotsho district council, one operator has paid over $530,000 to the 

community in the same period.  Over $318,000 was deposited in ward bank accounts.  The operator assists 

with village projects on top of these payments.59 

These are two of the many examples of livelihood improvements related to tourist hunting, with reduced 

encroachment and conflict as the intended results.  The continued suspension of elephant trophy imports, 

however, obstructs the benefits generated for local communities and reverses the tolerance gains.60  The 

CAMPFIRE Association wrote four reports that have been submitted to the DMA, including the CAMPFIRE 

Workshop report, to raise the alarm about the suspension’s detrimental impact.  Yet CAMPFIRE’s concerns 

and supporting statistics have not been credited or even discussed in the Findings. 

The positive, 1997 enhancement finding cited CAMPFIRE as the means Zimbabwe used to mitigate human-

elephant conflict.61  In the past, the FWS consistently supported CAMPFIRE.  CAMPFIRE was considered “an 

excellent example of a social program built on values obtained from the sustainable utilization of wildlife 

resources” and “an important political-economic-sociological institution that developed an environmental 

ethic, restored the perception of wildlife as a valuable resource, advocated wildlife management … and 

encouraged the conservation of natural ecosystems and wildlife habitats on tribal lands.”62 

                                                           
administration, that often creates tension.”  CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 31-32 (quoting C. Jonga (Sept. 30, 2014)).  The 

Finding quotes a portion of this email, but still reaches the opposite conclusion. 

54 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 4; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis. 

55 From 2010 to 2015, hunting fees accounted for over $11 million, 70% from elephant hunting and 66% from U.S. 

hunters.  CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4, 8; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 1, 6; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting, 

p. 9-11. 

56 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 22-23. 

57 Request for Reconsideration, p. 15 (citing Chief Sen. D. Chisunga, Land Use Planning at the Local Level, Presentation 

at the 14th African Wildlife Consultative Forum (Nov. 10, 2015)); CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 29 & attachments. 

58 Please see note 43. 

59 Please see note 45. 

60 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii. 

61 1997 Finding, p. 2. 

62 57 FR 35473-01, 35480, 35484 (Aug. 10, 1992), 1992 WL 188531(F.R). 



12 

In Zimbabwe, CAMPFIRE remains the primary way rural communities benefit from the sustainable use of 

wildlife.  The DMA’s failure to consider CAMPFIRE’s enhancement or damage caused by the suspension is 

irresponsible and detrimental to the elephant.63  CAMPFIRE’s concerns, and the suspension’s impact, have 

recently been corroborated by an independent paper concluding that tourist hunting is important to both 

wildlife conservation and rural development in Zimbabwe.64 

D. Summary of Proven Enhancement 

These direct and indirect benefits have been documented.65  Every hectare of habitat secured, every dollar 

generated for management and enforcement, every snare picked up, every elephant spared based on the 

value of a hunting fee is enhancement.  This satisfies the “special rule” self-imposed by the FWS.66 

Unfortunately, the DMA has chosen to obstruct this enhancement.  It admits “some benefits are shown.”  

But it has repeatedly raised the bar.  Instead of requiring hunting enhance the survival of the species, the 

DMA apparently requires the hunting “ensure” or “guarantee” the species’ survival.  But neither the ESA 

nor the special rule uses those words.  Nor does the ESA or special rule mention detailed financial break-

downs, changes to a country’s accounting, tracking of every dollar spent by a U.S. citizen, or a completely 

flawless system.  The DMA has invented a standard far higher than enhancement, perhaps to legitimize its 

original mistake in suspending imports of lawful elephant trophies and justify continued suspension.  These 

decisions have seemed to be pre-made and based on a political imperative, not the reality of elephant in 

Zimbabwe or the ESA’s legal requirements. 

III.   DENIAL OF THE REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION IS BASELESS AND CONTRADICTORY 

Denial of the request for reconsideration is error.  Like the enhancement Findings, the DMA’s denial letter 

is based on misconceptions.  The letter claims, “[at] the time you originally applied for a permit, the Service 

had reviewed the best available scientific and management data…”67  But that is impossible.  The Finding 

dates to 2015.  These applications were filed in 2016.  (Until then, no permit application was even required 

for CITES Appendix II-listed, ESA-threatened-listed elephant imports.68)  Within its first three paragraphs, 

the denial misrepresents the facts. 

Moreover, the best-available information for 2015 was not considered in the Finding, which copies-and-

pastes most of the July Finding and fails to engage with most of the data submitted by Conservation Force.  

How can a finding purport to rely upon the best-available and most up-to-date information, when so much 

is repeated and so little new and additional information is incorporated?69  Moreover, the DMA was aware 

that it had not asked for all the information it claimed not to have, as shown in the May 12, 2015 request 

                                                           
63 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii, 22-25. 

64 V.K. Muposhi et al., Trophy Hunting, Conservation, and Rural Development in Zimbabwe: Issues, Options, and 

Implications, International Journal of Biodiversity (2016), publicly available at https://www.hindawi.com/journals/ 

ijbd/ 2016/8763980/. 

65 Please see the Index to the Request for Reconsideration. 

66 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e)(6)(B). 

67 C. Hoover, Letter to Applicant PRT-04846C (May 16, 2017), p. 1 ¶ 3. 

68 50 C.F.R. § 17.40(e), revised by 81 Fed. Reg. 36388 (June 6, 2016). 

69 See generally Request for Reconsideration. 
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for information sent to ZPWMA.70  ZPWMA’s July 2015 Response has not been discussed in any finding or 

otherwise considered, even though it provides information relevant to 2015 and before, and fills in alleged 

information gaps.  Denial of the request for reconsideration is improper because the Finding should have 

been updated, in keeping with its own terms, to consider this 2015 response.71 

Last, although the denial draws a line at March 26, 2015, there is no magic date by which a finding must 

be made.  We have DMA enhancement findings dated in March, April, July, October, and December, and 

there are undoubtedly findings made in other months for other species.72  It is arbitrary, capricious, and 

unfair to stand on a March finding when the DMA knew Zimbabwe was updating its elephant management 

plan and taking other steps to satisfy the DMA’s own critiques and to cut off Zimbabwe’s year-long hunting 

season after three months.73  This line need not be drawn, and should be reversed. 

CONCLUSION 

More than sufficient information has been provided to override the anecdotal information cited as grounds 

to support the April 2014 suspension of elephant trophy imports.  Enhancement has been shown, and the 

DMA’s mistakes in the April, July, and March findings have been corrected in the submissions by ZPWMA, 

Conservation Force, and others.  However, the DMA has not considered a great deal of that information 

submitted, to the detriment of the elephant, CAMPFIRE communities, and well-managed tourist hunting 

system in Zimbabwe. 

Reversal of the over-long suspension is urgently due.  In constantly re-defining “enhancement,” the DMA 

has blocked the very benefits it purports to require for elephant and other species.  Zimbabwe’s elephant 

management strategy largely depends upon the revenues and incentives that come from a limited hunting 

offtake and trade.  We remain concerned that little reason remains for Zimbabwe to maintain such a large 

and costly elephant population, when the incentive of U.S. hunters has been blocked by the U.S. FWS.  The 

continued suspension of elephant trophy imports is itself the greatest threat to Zimbabwe’s elephant. 

The best-available information demonstrates that the suspension was a mistake from inception based on 

anecdote and misinformation.  The best-available information demonstrates that lawful hunting fulfills its 

promise in Zimbabwe—it secures the most habitat, pays for management and anti-poaching, and 

improves human tolerance of elephant and other dangerous game. Because the enhancement standard 

is met, the continued suspension of elephant trophy imports is arbitrary, capricious, and unlawful. 

Last, the best-available information demonstrates that denial of applicants’ request for reconsideration 

was also in error.  The March 25, 2016 enhancement finding is not updated.  Its arbitrary time frame should 

be rejected.  When the best-available information is properly considered, the import of elephant hunting 

trophies from 2015 and beyond should be approved.  When the dependent conservation program of the 

elephant is considered, the permits should be approved. 

                                                           
70 B. Arroyo, Letter to Minister Kasukuwere (May 12, 2015); ZPWMA July 2015 Response. 

71 E.g., March Finding, p. 1, 3, 6, 11. 

72 The DMA made a positive enhancement finding for the import of sport-hunted elephant trophies from Zambia in 

December 2012, and a positive enhancement finding for the import of wild and wild-managed lion hunting trophies 

from South Africa in October 2016. 

73 The DMA apparently has not denied import permit applications for hunts occurring later in 2015, as we are aware 

of an applicant who hunted an elephant in Zimbabwe on May 5, 2015 who has not received a denial letter. 
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Accordingly, we respectfully request that you reverse the denial of these permit applications and order 

the DMA to issue these permits. 

On behalf of the applicants, we respectfully request oral argument on this appeal.  We ask that you provide 

a contact for scheduling or contact our office to schedule this argument. 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 

  

 John J. Jackson, III 

 Regina A. Lennox 

 Conservation Force 

 3240 S I-10 Service Road W, Suite 200 

 Metairie, Louisiana 70001 

 (504) 837-1233 

 cf@conservationforce.org 

 Counsel for Applicants 

 

CC: Craig Hoover 

Attachments: 

- Chart of Key Documents and Quotations 

- Copy of Request for Reconsideration and Index of Attachments 

- Copy of letter denying Request for Reconsideration 

- March 25, 2016 negative Enhancement Finding 
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• Proves that licensed, regulated hunting enhances the survival of elephant and other species in the 

country by securing habitat, generating management funding, underwriting and supporting anti-

poaching, and incentivizing greater tolerance of elephant by rural community members. 

In sum, because the information provided demonstrates that the enhancement standard is met, and this 

information was not relied upon in denying the applications, we respectfully request reconsideration and 

reversal of the Denials and issuance of the requested import permits. 

Reason for Reconsideration 1: Failure to Consider Best-Available Information 

In the Finding, the FWS repeatedly stated it would review its negative conclusion if additional information 

was provided.1  But the FWS has not done so.  It has not considered hundreds of pages of information in 

the Denials, which rely upon the Finding. 

The Finding was made on March 26, 2015.  Information has been provided to the FWS from April 17, 2014 

through as recently as February 2017 by Conservation Force, ZPWMA, the IUCN African Elephant Specialist 

Group (“AfESG”), the Safari Operators Association of Zimbabwe (“SOAZ”), Safari Club International (“SCI”), 

individual hunting operators, and others.2  Most of this data has not been discussed in the Finding or in an 

updated finding, in the two-plus years since the Finding was made. 

Rather, entire paragraphs in the Finding are identical to the July 22, 2014 negative enhancement finding.3 

Because they are not updated from July 2014, they fail to address points made by Conservation Force and 

ZPWMA to correct errors in that July finding.  Moreover, the Finding states in several places that the FWS 

was not provided with specific information.  However, Conservation Force previously cited to where the 

information was provided,4 and ZPWMA submitted additional data in its prompt and thorough July 2015 

response (“ZPWMA July 2015 Response”) to the FWS’ third questionnaire, dated May 12, 2015 (after the 

Finding).  The ZPWMA July 2015 Response was not considered in the Denials, which rely upon the Finding.  

However, the July 2015 Response provides substantial information the FWS asserts is missing.5 

This up-to-date information cannot be ignored.  It demonstrates that Zimbabwe’s hunting program is well-

managed and sustainable.  It shows how hunting in Zimbabwe enhances the survival of the elephant.  The 

FWS’ failure to consider this information requires reconsideration of the Denials.  The Finding is based on 

outdated information, and its reservations have been resolved.  Once the new information is considered 

                                                           
1 E.g., Finding, p. 1, 3, 6, 11. 

2 An index of the information previously submitted to the FWS is attached. 

3 Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe During 2014, dated July 

22, 2014, p. 2 ¶ 6; p. 3 ¶¶ 1-3; p. 4 ¶¶ 1-2; p. 5 ¶¶ 2-3; p. 7 ¶¶ 3-4; p. 8 ¶ 4; p. 9 ¶ 1 (changed “2002 Panel of Experts” 

to “1997”); p. 9 ¶ 4; p. 10 ¶¶ 1-4; p. 11 ¶¶ 3-5; p. 12 ¶¶ 1-2, 5; p. 13 ¶ 1-2; p. 17 ¶ 3; p. 18 ¶¶ 2, 4; see also paragraphs 

in which several sentences are identical or nearly so: p. 4 ¶¶ 3-4; p. 5 ¶ 1; p. 6 ¶ 3-4; p. 7 ¶ 2; p. 8 ¶ 3; p. 9 ¶ 3; p. 14 

¶ 4 (changed numbers of RDCs); p. 16 ¶ 4; p. 17 ¶ 5; p. 18 ¶ 3. 

4 Conservation Force also provided an Appendix that cross-referenced statements claiming not to have information 

against the FWS’ April 4, 2014 questionnaire to ZPWMA, which did not ask for much of this information.  Conservation 

Force, Comment Opposing the Negative Enhancement Finding for African Elephant Taken as Sport-Hunted Trophies 

in Zimbabwe in 2014, dated Oct. 16, 2014 (“CF Oct. Comment”), passim, & Appendix 1. 

5 E.g., Compare Finding, p. 9, 11 (seeking revenue information), p. 11 (seeking offtake information) with ZPWMA July 

2015 Response, p. 36-43 (providing revenue and offtake tables). 
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by the FWS, the “enhancement” generated by elephant hunting is clear, and the requested permits should 

issue. 

The urgency of issuing these permits has not changed since the suspension was imposed in April 2014.  As 

the Finding recognizes, elephant hunting generates operating budget revenue for ZPWMA, incentives for 

Zimbabwe’s community-based natural resources management program (CAMPFIRE), anti-poaching, and 

more.  The information provided, including two CAMPFIRE reports, a SOAZ report, the ZPWMA July 2015 

Response and more, makes clear that American elephant hunters are the largest source of these benefits.6  

Continued refusal to issue import permits jeopardizes this enhancement and the survival of the species. 

The failure to consider the best-available information is made worse because ZPWMA responded promptly 

to the FWS’ requests.  ZPWMA responded to the first questionnaire within two weeks.  Its Director-General 

and high-level representatives immediately traveled to DC to reinforce their response.  ZPWMA responded 

to the second questionnaire in under six weeks; responded to third—not considered in the Finding—in five 

weeks; responded to the fourth—not considered in the Finding—in two weeks; and responded to the fifth 

—not considered in the Finding—within several weeks, with the final plan prioritization completed within 

six months.  ZPWMA has repeatedly redirected its resources to provide information to the FWS.  But the 

FWS has repeatedly moved the target to create an unreachable standard and demanded additional, more 

intensive information.  The bar has been raised beyond “enhancement.”  The FWS has acknowledged that 

elephant benefit from well-managed hunting.7  But the Finding seems to require more than well-managed 

—it seeks management perfection.  That is simply not possible, either in Zimbabwe or in this country (even 

the FWS is constrained by limited resources). 

The information submitted shows that licensed, regulated hunting increases habitat security, generates 

law enforcement funding and support, and incentivizes tolerance for elephant.  It shows a sustainable use 

of elephant at a level far too low to be detrimental.  It shows that the enhancement standard, as originally 

defined8 has been met.  Thus, the Denials should be reconsidered and reversed. 

                                                           
6 E.g., ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 40-41 (“The US hunting market constitutes 51% and 54% of elephant trophy 

hunting in Zimbabwe for the years 2013 and 2014 respectively.”); CAMPFIRE Association, Trophy Imports Suspension 

and the CAMPFIRE Program) (2014), p. 4 (“CAMPFIRE Association Report”) (U.S. hunters represent two-thirds or more 

of CAMPFIRE clients); E. Gandiwa, Proceedings of the CAMPFIRE Stakeholders’ Workshop: Towards the Development 

of a New Elephant Management Plan and Policy (Nov. 2014) (“CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings”), p. 6-21; CAMPFIRE 

Association, CAMPFIRE Hunting Income & Distribution (Dec. 1, 2015) (“CAMPFIRE Income Analysis”), p. 6; ZPWMA, 

Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 19; SOAZ, 

Status of Elephant Populations, Hunting, and Anti-Poaching Effort in Safari Areas in Zimbabwe (2014), p. 3-4 (“SOAZ 

Report”) 

7 E.g., FWS, Suspension of Import of Elephant Hunting Trophies Taken in Tanzania and Zimbabwe in 2015 and Beyond, 

Questions & Answers (2014). 

8 In denying import permits for elephant from Tanzania, the FWS defined enhancement as: “activities that provide a 

direct benefit to the specie being hunted.  Such benefits could include the use of revenue generated by the hunt to 

support conservation projects or to manage the species.  Other benefits that could result from activities that enhance 

the survival of the species include improving human-wildlife conflicts, anti-poaching efforts, or habitat conservation.”  

According to this standard and definition, and not the one created in the Finding, there is no doubt the importation 

of sport-hunted elephant into the U.S. enhances the species. 
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Reason for Reconsideration 2: 

The Denials Fail to Consider Zimbabwe’s State-of-the-Art Elephant Management Plans 

ZPWMA has recently adopted and is implementing the most cutting-edge elephant management regime 

among range nations, the Zimbabwe Elephant Management Plan (2015-2020) (“Plan”).  This effort attests 

to ZPWMA’s commitment to elephant management and conservation.  The new Plan further exemplifies 

the importance of sport-hunting in this system.  The Denials fail to consider this essential new Plan, which 

the FWS has had for over one year.  

Instead, the outdated Finding errs by considering Elephant Management in Zimbabwe to be the country’s 

management plan, despite being told it was not.9  The FWS’ concerns about a claimed lack of measurable 

outcomes in Zimbabwe’s actual former management plan, the Policy and Plan for Elephant Management 

in Zimbabwe, have been resolved.  As the FWS was repeatedly told, a new management plan was adopted, 

with specific action items, deliverables, and deadlines (as suggested was necessary by the April and July 

negative enhancement findings).10  The FWS knew of the new Plan’s details because the FWS received the 

Plan Workshop Proceedings in December 2014, before the Finding was made.11  The FWS was also informed 

that Zimbabwe would manage each main range area adaptively pursuant to a regional plan.  The FWS was 

sent the proceeding of regional workshops, and the final regional plans as part of the final national Plan.12  

And in November 2016, the FWS was provided with information on the implementation and prioritization 

of these plans at the request of the Chief of Permits.13  In short, throughout the Plan’s drafting, ZPWMA 

and Conservation Force kept the FWS fully apprised of the status and what the Plan would entail.  

However, little of this information was considered in the Finding or the Denials.   

Had the new Plan been considered, these permits would have to be approved.  The Plan incorporates an 

adaptive management framework with higher-level Targets, Key Components, Strategic Objectives, and 

Outputs.  It breaks each Key Component into specific management actions, the achievement of which will 

be measured and verified through Key Performance Indicators (“KPIs”) and Means of Verification of KPIs.  

The Plan sets deadlines and assigns specific responsibility for achieving each Action.  It focuses on five key 

components: 1. Protection and Law Enforcement, 2. Biological Monitoring and Management, 3. Social, 

                                                           
9 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 8 (“Elephant Management in Zimbabwe ‘is not a management plan,’ and FWS should not 

expect ‘specific measurable or management actions’ to be in that particular document”) & related attachments. 

10 CF June 2014 Comment, p. 13 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9 & related attachments; CF Dec. 

2014 Comment, p. 3 & related attachments; CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding invitation to national workshop 

(Nov. 13, 2014); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Workshop agenda (Dec. 1, 2014); CF Email to T. Van Norman 

forwarding summary of Plan Workshop (Dec. 5, 2014); ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 18; ZPWMA July 2015 

Response, p. 9-14, 18-19. 

11 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Proceedings of the National Elephant Management Plan Workshop (Dec. 

23, 2014) (“Plan Workshop Proceedings”). 

12 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding preparatory documents for Sebungwe workshop (May 4, 2015); CF Email to 

T. Van Norman forwarding Mana Pools Workshop Proceedings (May 5 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding 

Sebungwe workshop agenda (May 8, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Sebungwe workshop fact sheet 

(May 14, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding South East Lowveld Workshop Proceedings (Sept. 30, 2015); 

CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding final print of Plan (Feb. 29, 2016); ZPWMA July 2015 Response, Attachments. 

13 L. Nyaguse (ZPWMA) Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Zimbabwe National Elephant Supplementary Management 

Plan (2015-2010) (Nov. 9, 2016) (“Plan Supplement”). 
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Economic, and Cultural Framework, 4. Building Conservation Capacity, and 5. Coordination, Collaboration, 

and Program Management.14 

The Plan breaks down elephant management by range, as their challenges differ.  For example, authorities 

must manage overpopulated elephant and provision of water in North West Matabeleland compared to 

a reduced population targeted to recover in Sebungwe.  These differences are addressed in the actions and 

indicators of each regional plan.15 

The Plan provides for accountability, transparency, and effective implementation in the terms of reference 

for an Elephant Manager tasked with directing elephant management in Zimbabwe.  The Plan also created 

a National Elephant Management Committee and four range-specific committees to review progress and 

oversee implementation.16 

Examples of “Protection” activities include establishing a rapid-response anti-poaching unit in conjunction 

with the Zimbabwe Republic Police, expanding ZPWMA’s informer networks, and connecting national law 

enforcement databases.  Monitoring activities include periodic surveys and setting Thresholds of Potential 

Concern as early-warning indicators in key habitats.  An example KPI for “Building Conservation Capacity” 

is to channel most income from elephant hunting back into elephant management, with ongoing oversight 

through reports on funds available and utilized.17  As these examples show, the Plan incorporates specific 

actions and KPIs, and specific oversight mechanisms. 

The Plan addresses human-elephant conflict in the Social, Economic, and Cultural Framework component.  

The Plan recognizes there is no single solution to conflict, and commits to “undertake additional research 

on problem animal control and minimizing conflict.”  It emphasizes the importance of local communities’ 

tolerance towards elephants through a system of benefits-sharing as a long-term solution to conflict.18 

The Plan also specifically integrates licensed, regulated elephant hunting as a management tool: 

To have a future, elephant must have a value.  Value to the governing authorities and to 

the local people.  The greater the value, the greater the tolerance of them is likely to be … 

Regulated sport hunting converts wildlife into assets for the benefit of local people and the 

country as a whole… elephant and other wildlife populations will be negatively affected 

though reduced conservation efforts arising from low funding and reduced goodwill from 

the communities, when… the elephant has the economic potential to raise adequate funds 

to support itself and other species.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe confirms its commitment 

to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in this Action Plan.19 

                                                           
14 Plan, p. 16-17. 

15 Plan, p. 38-80 (Annexes 9.4-9.7). 

16 Plan, p. 13-14, 35-37. 

17 E.g., Plan, p. 19-27. 

18 Plan, p. 15. 

19 Plan, p. 12. 
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The Plan addresses the Finding’s concerns on every level.  It implements an effective management system, 

with the necessary “specific goals and measures with specific actions to be taken.”20  Moreover, ZPWMA 

provided to FWS a 2016 report on its progress in implementing the Plan and prioritizing implementation, 

including of the regional plans.  The Plan Supplement emphasizes law enforcement and training to combat 

poaching and ivory trafficking.21  The FWS requested the prioritization, and ZPWMA again demonstrated 

its good faith in preparing and providing the document, which was not considered in the Finding or the 

Denials.  Because the Finding’s concerns are resolved and new information reveals an effective, adaptive 

management plan and implementation thereof in Zimbabwe, the Denials should be reconsidered and 

reversed.22 

Reason for Reconsideration 3: 

Zimbabwe has Current Elephant Population Information that Guides its Sustainable Use 

The AfESG recently estimated Zimbabwe’s elephant population at 82,630 ± 8,589 across a range of 81,228 

km2.23  Zimbabwe maintains the second-largest elephant population in Africa, at a level nearly double its 

estimated carrying capacity.24  The population is most concentrated in the North West Matabeleland and 

South East Lowveld ranges.  The current national estimate is approximately 6,000 lower than the 2001 

countrywide estimate, a percentage calculated as “not statistically significant” by the survey’s authors.25  

Zimbabwe’s current elephant population is 20% larger than its population in 1997 (66,000), when the FWS 

made a positive enhancement finding.  The Finding does not explain why a 20% increase is insufficient.26 

                                                           
20 Finding, p. 6.  The Plan applies a multi-tiered approach, using tailored goals leading to achievement of the “Long-

Term Vision,” which is: “To conserve elephants at levels that will enable them to contribute to the conservation of 

biodiversity, national development and Zimbabwe’s cultural heritage.”  The Plan establishes intermediate “Targets” 

to achieving these goals, which are in line with the 1997 Policy and Plan: “1. To maintain at least four demographically 

and genetically viable elephant populations in Zimbabwe[;] 2. To maintain or increase core protected range of 

elephant in Zimbabwe[;] 3. To maintain numbers/density of elephant at levels that do not adversely impact on 

biodiversity conservation goals while contributing to economically viable and sustainable wildlife-based land uses in 

Zimbabwe.”  As in the draft provided to the FWS in December 2014, the final Plan is organized by “Key Components,” 

and then “Strategic Objectives” that explain the “Key Components.”  “Outputs” describe the desired outcomes, and 

are to be achieved through implementation of “Key Activities/Actions.”  That implementation is monitored by the 

KPIs and Means of Verification of the KPIs. 

21 Plan Supplement, p. 6. 

22 As ZPWMA explained, Zimbabwe conserves and manages elephant on every level.  Zimbabwe and bordering range 

states have formed Trans-Frontier Conservation Areas (“TFCAs”) to address the elephant’s migratory nature and 

cross border populations.  Further, through the Plan Zimbabwe implements the action plans adopted by the Southern 

African Development Community (“SADC”), and the SADC Regional Elephant Management Strategy of 2007.  E.g., 

ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 12; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 15; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 12 & related 

attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9 & related attachments. 

23 IUCN/AfESG, African Elephant Status Report 2016 (Sept. 2016), publicly available at https://www.dropbox.com/s/ 

7a8w3kk6r9hzm0r/AfESG%20African%20Elephant%20Status%20Report%202016.pdf?dl=1. 

24 Plan, p. 3. 

25 Plan, p. 3.  As explained above, the Management Plan incorporates regional plans to address challenges unique to 

each range and manage elephant within regional targets. 

26 The Finding suggests an increase to over 100,000 elephant would be acceptable.  P. 8.  As ZPWMA, Conservation 

Force, Rowan Martin, and others pointed out, a population of that size would be a catastrophe for the country’s bio-

diversity.  The Finding does not account for the expansion in Zimbabwe’s elephant since 1997, or the management 

measures implemented since then.  Zimbabwe’s elephant population has rebounded incredibly, from a low of 4,000 
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Worse, the Finding does not rely on this up-to-date estimate, although the FWS received the preliminary 

survey results in December 2014.27  Nor does the Finding rely on the best-available information in the FWS’ 

possession as of March 2015, which included comments from the AfESG and numerous survey results.28  

The Denials should be reconsidered because the Finding relies upon outdated data that was proven to be 

inaccurate by Conservation Force, ZPWMA, and the AfESG. 

For example, the Finding reuses language that cites a statistic from Elephant Management in Zimbabwe.  

The statement was disavowed by its author, and Conservation Force explained how the percent limitation 

was being taken out of context.29  The Finding’s failure to consider information that undercuts a “fact” on 

which its negative conclusion was based is clear grounds for reconsideration.  Similarly, the Finding admits 

the April finding erroneously interpreted the AfESG’s Elephant Database by misconstruing its data quality 

categories.  This error was pointed out in CF’s June 2014 Comment and in a May 30, 2014 email from Dr. 

Holly Dublin, AfESG Chair.30  It was corrected in the July enhancement finding. 

However, the July finding continued to ignore pertinent information in the database, prompting Dr. Dublin 

to send a November 3, 2014 comment in which she corrected several critical points of information.  First, 

the addition of a 2007 survey resulted in the addition of 30,000 “Definite” elephant in Zimbabwe.  Second, 

the results of four recent surveys did not show a “substantial decline,” as the July finding stated, but 

largely reflected stable or increasing populations.  The Finding apparently accepted these comments, and 

edited the prior statements to incorporate Dr. Dublin’s corrections.31 

However, Dr. Dublin offered three more corrections not discussed in the Finding.  Instead, the challenged 

language was copied and pasted from the July document into the Finding. 

• Dr. Dublin criticized the July finding’s dismissal of a 2013 survey in Save Valley Conservancy for 

so-called “double counting,” stating that, even if double-counting occurred, the count still 

reflected an increase in the elephant population; 

                                                           
in 1900.  ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 3; CF June 2014 Comment, p. 7-8 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 

Comment, p. 7, 10 & related attachments.  Compare FWS, Enhancement Finding for African Elephants Taken as Sport-

Hunted Trophies in Zimbabwe (July 2, 1992), p. 1. 

27 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding preliminary survey results (Dec. 5, 2014). 

28 H. Dublin Email to T. Van Norman attaching AfESG Letter/Comment on July finding (Nov. 3, 2014), p. 2-9 (“AfESG 

Letter”); Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Mid-Zambezi Valley; 2007 Aerial Survey of 

Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in North-West Matabeleland; 2010 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large 

Herbivores in Chewore Safari Area; 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Save Valley 

Conservancy; and 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in Gonarezhou National Park. 

29 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 9, 15 & related attachments. 

30 Compare Finding, p. 7; with CF June 2014 Comment, p. 9 & related attachments; H. Dublin Email to T. Van Norman 

commenting on the April finding’s misinterpretation of the AfESG Database (May 30, 2014). 

31 Compare AfESG Letter, p. 2 (“The AED shows, however, that three surveys carried out in this period … estimated 

higher totals than their respective previous, comparable surveys, although the differences were not significant.  A 

fourth survey, Chewore (2010), resulted in an estimate lower than its previous, comparable survey, but the 

difference was also not statistically significant.  Furthermore, the 2010 survey for Chewore did not cover the entire 

Zambezi Valley ecosystem, and therefore it is possible that the apparent decline, however slight, may be due to 

elephant movements within the ecosystem rather than to an actual decline.”) with July finding, p. 6; March Finding, 

p. 7. 
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• Dr. Dublin concluded that a 4% carcass ratio in a 2013 survey of Gonarezhou National Park was a 

“reasonable figure,” and the July finding erroneously “conflat[ed] … carcass ratios … and mortality 

rates, and its conclusion is unwarranted”; 

• Dr. Dublin noted that updated PIKE data was publicly available months before the July finding was 

made, yet “the finding stated that 2012 and 2013 data were not available,” and pointed out that 

the two PIKE sites in Zimbabwe “have relatively small elephant populations and are by no means 

intended to be representative of the situation in the country as a whole.”32 

Given that Dr. Dublin is one of the world’s foremost experts in elephant, due deference should have been 

given to her comments and suggestions.  Conservation Force made similar points in our June and October 

comments as well, and provided comments from the authors of the Save Valley survey report responding 

to the FWS’ statements.33  We provided fice surveys pending the AfESG’s review and not included in the 

AfESG’s or FWS’ estimates, and submitted updated PIKE information showing the Proportion of Illegally 

Killed Elephant had declined at the Zimbabwe sites34—contrary to the July finding’s statements, copied-

and-pasted into the Finding.  The Denials’ failure to review this best-available information, and reliance 

upon out-of-date or misinterpreted information, requires reconsideration. 

Reason for Reconsideration 4: The Best-Available Information Demonstrates that Zimbabwe has been 

Enforcing its National Regulations as Effectively as Possible  

ZPWMA is succeeding in managing and conserving its elephant.  The most compelling evidence is the 

historic increase in its population, to become Africa’s second-largest.  ZPWMA achieved these results by 

largely curbing poaching and successfully prosecuting poachers as a result of adaptive and pro-active law 

enforcement measures.  ZPWMA has also implemented a system of sharing responsibility with the private 

sector and communal landholders so as to share the financial burden of its management and enforcement 

obligations.  The Finding fails to acknowledge these achievements and responsibility-sharing.35  Its failure 

to do so requires reconsideration, and reversal of the Denials. 

Evidence of ZPWMA’s enforcement success was provided in their April 2014 and July 2015 Responses, and 

in Conservation Forces’ June 2014 and October 2014 Comments.  For instance, ZPWMA rapidly responded 

to the 2013 Hwange poisoning incident.  Working with the hunting operator’s team to track the poachers, 

                                                           
32 AfESG Letter, p. 4-5. 

33 CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding response from authors of the Save Valley Conservancy survey (Jan. 6, 2015); 

CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 13 & related attachments. 

34 E.g., 2005 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Mid-Zambezi Valley; 2007 Aerial Survey of 

Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in North-West Matabeleland; 2010 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large 

Herbivores in Chewore Safari Area; 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in the Save Valley 

Conservancy; and 2013 Aerial Survey of Elephants and Other Large Herbivores in Gonarezhou National Park; see CF 

June 2014 Comment, p. 4-7 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 11 & related attachments. 

35 The FWS recognizes “there may be limited resources available for elephant management.”  Finding, p. 2.  However, 

the FWS does not account for this in evaluating ZPWMA’s efforts and results.  “Enhancement” does not call for 

unlimited resources and perfect implementation, it seeks benefits.  The benefits provided through the sport-hunting 

of elephant are clear and convincing, and the Denials should be reversed.  
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ZPWMA successfully arrested all 35 members of the team.  ZPWMA’s investigation and prosecution efforts 

led to the deterrent sentencing of each poacher to terms of 9 to 16 years in prison.36 

ZPWMA specifically responded to the threat of poaching in Hwange by improving radio communications, 

adding aerial surveillance, and holding 35 public awareness meetings in the area.37  ZPWMA then stepped-

up its anti-poaching nationally by adopting a number of “Urgent Measures.”  ZPWMA acted to increase 

poaching penalties, criminalize the use of cyanide in poaching, increase air surveillance of protected areas, 

collaborate with national law enforcement and military agencies to raise elephant poaching to “a level of 

National Security in Zimbabwe,” improve intelligence-sharing across international borders, and other 

important undertakings.38  ZPWMA also held a judiciary awareness program to ensure full implementation 

of relevant poaching laws and penalties throughout prosecution and sentencing.39 

ZPWMA directs most of its financial resources to anti-poaching and enforcement.  As shown in the July 

2015 Response, most of ZPWMA’s budget (77%) is allocated for staff costs and patrol provisions.40  These 

expenditures fund anti-poaching throughout the elephant range.  Despite financial constraints, ZPWMA 

has been able to continuously hire to expand the number of patrol days in the field.  ZPWMA has a staff 

of 1,504 active field rangers, with the intent to add more.41  ZPWMA has shown that it can mobilize when 

called upon: after the Hwange poisoning, a new station with 15 field rangers was established in the area.42 

Over 80% of spending under the new elephant management Plan has been on law enforcement (anti-

poaching) and trainings, with law enforcement identified as the number one priority going forward.43  The 

budget and operational data provided in the ZPWMA July 2015 Response and Plan Supplement addresses 

the FWS’ asserted lack of information in the Finding.  And although financial constraints exist in Zimbabwe 

(as in most range states), ZPWMA has effectively and efficiently maximized the impact of every dollar 

spent on anti-poaching.  ZPWMA’s results in curbing poaching speak for themselves. 

The Finding continues to rely on outdated, unfounded criticisms from the July finding that were corrected 

by Conservation Force and ZPWMA.  First, though the Finding claims not to have received information on 

Zimbabwe’s poaching arrests and prosecutions, that information was not requested until May 2015, yet 

was provided in ZPWMA’s April 2014 Response.  It would be unfair to base a negative finding on data that 

had not been requested.  But the data was provided, and should have been reviewed.44 

Further, the Denials mistaken rely on the Finding’s comments and interpretation of outdated ETIS reports.  

Conservation Force objected to these reports being taken out of context in our October 2014 Comment, 

                                                           
36 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 35; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 18 & related attachments. 

37 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 35; ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 13; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 16-20; CF 

Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 18 & related attachments. 

38 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 27-31; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 16-18. 

39 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 34. 

40 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 36-41. 

41 ZPWMA hired 100 rangers in 2014.  ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 32-33. 

42 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 27; ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 13. 

43 Plan Supplement, p. 3-4. 

44 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 12, 14. 
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and provided evidence of improvements since 2010.45  The Finding’s reuse of these paragraphs, whose 

validity and applicability were challenged, merits reconsideration. 

Finally, as discussed further under “Local Conservation Efforts,” the Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 

devolved authority to manage and benefit from wildlife on communal and private lands to the landholders.  

In Safari Areas, ZPWMA leases concessions to pre-qualified hunting operators, which gives them authority 

to manage and benefit from approved wildlife in those areas.46  “ZPWMA is engaging private players in co-

management in some areas … this will help in resource mobilization and management for law enforcement.  

Long-term lease agreements (10-25 years) are being entered into to manage some protected areas.”47  In 

certain areas, ZPWMA partners with safari operators48; in others, they partner with non-profits, such as 

the Tashinga Initiative in the Zambezi Valley and WWF in the Hwange-Sanyati Biological Corridor.49  In 

these ways, ZPWMA is sharing responsibility for enforcement of national regulations.  This allows ZPWMA 

to do more with less, and has been especially crucial since receipts from hunting have fallen since the FWS 

suspension on ivory imports. 

Reason for Reconsideration 5: Elephant Hunting in Zimbabwe is a Sustainable, Beneficial Use 

ZPWMA’s elephant hunting program is sustainable.  Information submitted to the FWS demonstrates that 

quotas and offtakes are responsibly set in a participatory process, considering a range of inputs including 

all causes of elephant mortality; ZPWMA allocates quotas by region and locality; and recent poaching has 

remained fairly low, especially in comparison to other range states.  This information has been submitted 

to the FWS on multiple occasions, including but not limited to: 

• April 2014: poaching statistics; poacher arrest and prosecution statistics; four-page description of 

ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; 

• June 2014: poaching statistics in CAMPFIRE areas; 

• December 2014: poaching and PAC statistics; offtake percentages from management, hunting, and 

trade in skins; two-page supplemental explanation of ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; 

• December 2014: hunting and PAC offtakes; quota utilization in CAMPFIRE areas;  

• December 2014: carcass observance and estimates from the 2014 aerial survey; 

• March 2015: updated MIKE/PIKE statistics; 

• May 2015: poaching statistics from Mana Pools workshop; 

• May 2015: poaching and offtake statistics in the Sebungwe; 

• July 2015: carcass observance and estimates from the 2014 aerial survey; PIKE data; offtakes from 

six categories requested by the FWS; poaching and poacher investigation, arrest, and prosecution 

statistics; five-page supplemental explanation of ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; quota allocation 

by range; 

• September 2015: poaching and hunting offtakes from the South East Low Veld workshop; 

• December 2015: hunting off-takes and quota utilization in CAMPFIRE areas; 

                                                           
45 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 22 (pointing out that the ETIS report was known to “confound” legal and illegal trade in 

small ivory products) & related attachments.  

46 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 23-25. 

47 ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 19. 

48 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 34. 

49 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 33. 
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• December 2016: two-page supplemental explanation of ZPWMA’s quota-setting process; 

• And more.50 

This long list of information provided refutes the Finding’s complaint that the FWS did not have “adequate 

information” about elephant offtakes, poaching, or quota-setting.  The information was available.  But the 

Denials do not consider it.  If it had been considered, the FWS would have had to make a positive finding. 

This best-available information demonstrates that ZPWMA’s quotas are “scientifically determined” not to 

“compromise[e] [the species’] biological proliferation… In Zimbabwe, determination and implementation 

of hunting quotas goes through a rigorous quota-setting methodology” that accounts for all mortalities, 

including from hunting, poaching, PAC, natural causes and disease.  In setting quotas, ZPWMA considers 

population sizes, trends, and densities; property sizes and habitat quality; environmental changes; human-

wildlife conflict, national policies, and management targets; poaching trends; land tenure; trophy quality; 

hunt success; ranger monitoring; species sensitivity and research on the species; and more.51  Quotas are 

set in participatory workshops for each range area.  While stakeholders may propose an initial quota, their 

proposals are reviewed and revised as needed by ZPWMA ecologists to ensure the quotas are assessed at 

a sustainable level, having negligible impact on the population.52  In 2014, Zimbabwe’s offtake quota was 

set under 300 elephant; in 2016, it was set at 400.53  The level of offtake authorized is well below that of 

export allowed under Zimbabwe’s CITES quota (500 elephant), for good reason—exports may be delayed 

due to transport, taxidermy/processing, or permitting issues. 

ZPWMA’s 2014 quota of 300 mature elephant bulls represents only 0.37% of the total elephant population 

(82,000+).  Zimbabwe’s 2016 quota represents only 0.49%.  These percentages are comfortably below the 

sustainability threshold of 0.6-0.75%.  Most critically, however, actual offtakes are even lower, on average 

only 204 mature elephant bulls per year.  That represents only 0.25% of Zimbabwe’s elephant population.  

The Denials should be reconsidered and reversed, as there can be no question this limited use of elephant 

through sport- hunting is sustainable. 

                                                           
50 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 12, 14, 19-22; CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 2; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, 

p. 16, 22-25; CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-24; CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching newest MIKE/PIKE data 

(Mar. 11, 2015); Proceedings of the Mana Pools Anti-Poaching Workshop (May 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman 

attaching background data on elephant in the Sebungwe range (May 11, 2015); ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 22-

27, 43-49; Proceedings of the South East Lowveld Elephant Management Planning Workshop (Sept. 2015); CF Email 

forwarding Hunting Income Analysis of CAMPFIRE Districts from Hunting (Dec. 1, 2015); ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal 

Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 5-6. 

Publicly available data from the Great Elephant Census identified Zimbabwe as having one of the four lowest carcass 

ratios in Africa, behind only Uganda, Malawi, and Botswana, publicly available at www.greatelephantcensus.org. 

51 E.g., ZPWMA Apr. 2014 Response, p. 19-22; ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 22-25; ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 

43-47; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 

2016), p. 5-6. 

52 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43-46; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A 

Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 5-6.  Licensed, regulated hunting has nominal effect on elephant population, 

because of the selectivity of the harvest.  E.g., CF June 2014 Comment, p. 3, 9-10 & related attachments (including R. 

Martin, Second Report: Trophy Hunting from Declining Population (2014), p. 8, 10, 15, 18-20, & R. Martin, Background 

Study, Elephants (2015), p. 34, 56). 

53 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 44, 46. 
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Further, the extensive documentation provided by ZPWMA, Conservation Force, and others demonstrates 

that other offtakes, including poaching and PAC, are sustainable.  Poaching has largely been controlled in 

the last several years, and PAC is kept in check through the incentives generated by CAMPFIRE (please see 

the next section).54 

Poaching levels have declined in Zimbabwe, and across Africa, since the worst of the impact in 2011.55  As 

shown in ZPWMA’s July 2015 Response, a decline in elephant poaching is evident since the high of 223 in 

2011, to 212 in 2012 and 194 in 2014.  (Poaching figures in 2013 are skewed by the mass poisoning incident 

at Hwange National Park that killed 103 elephant, but if that number is “normalized” to 190, it is consistent 

with the decreasing trend.)56  Likewise, the Proportion of Illegally Killed Elephants (“PIKE”) at the Chewore 

and Nyami Nyami Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (“MIKE”) sites in Zimbabwe has fallen: to 0.40 

in 2013, 0.17 in 2014, and 0.29 in 2015 at Chewore, and from 0.81 in 2011 to 0.27, 0.22, 0.37, and 0.35 in 

the years 2012 to 2015 at Nyami Nyami.  The most recent figures are well below the 0.5% threshold which 

signifies unsustainable poaching.57  The decline in poaching undoubtedly stems from ZPWMA’s enhanced 

anti-poaching, as described in the section above. 

Recognizing both a mutual interest, and that collaboration will allow for a more efficient use of resources, 

ZPWMA and the hunting sector collaborate extensively in anti-poaching.  Conservation Force submitted 

numerous specific evidence of this.58  A few examples from this evidence are below: 

• The Dande Anti-Poaching Unit (“DAPU”) in the Zambezi Valley has catalyzed a significant decrease 

in poaching in their areas.  In 2010, DAPU reported 40 elephant carcasses.  In 2016, they observed 

seven.  DAPU team members have grown so skilled in anti-poaching tactics they work alongside 

ZPWMA rangers in patrolling Mana Pools National Park.  Charlton McCallum Safaris spent $95,006 

on DAPU’s anti-poaching activities in 2016, including salaries, rations, rewards, equipment, and 

                                                           
54 PAC offtakes have been between 44-52 elephant from 2013-2015, a negligible amount in a population over 82,000 

elephant, and at or below 1.0% when added to poaching and hunting offtakes.  ZPWMA issues few PAC permits, and 

instead relies on the benefits of the CAMPFIRE program and voluntary actions of hunting operators to minimize crop-

raiding and losses to elephant, and thus minimize PAC.  The CAMPFIRE Workshop demonstrated that this system is 

working, as PAC figures were typically low across the districts.  CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-21; see also CF 

June 2014 Comment, p. 15-7 & related attachments; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 26-33 & related attachments; CF Dec. 

2014 Comment, p. 3-7 & related attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment & related attachments. 

The uncited “anecdotal evidence” relied upon in the Finding is unreliable, and is another incorrect “fact” on which 

the negative finding was based that requires reconsideration. 

55 G. Wittmeyer et al., Illegal Killing for Ivory Drives Global Decline in African Elephants, Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences (July 22, 2014). 

56 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 43. 

57 CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 21-22 & related attachments; CF Email to T. Van Norman attaching updated MIKE/PIKE 

data (Mar. 11, 2015); ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 25; CITES/MIKE Database, publicly available at https://cites.org/ 

eng/ prog/mike/data_and_reports. 

58 E.g., CF June 2014 Comment, p. 17-19 & related attachments (including SOAZ report); CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 

22, 26-33 & related attachments; CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 3-7 & related attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment & 

related attachments; Proceedings of the Mana Pools Anti-Poaching Workshop (May 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman 

forwarding reports of anti-poaching efforts in Zambezi Valley (Dec. 3, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding 

hunting operator anti-poaching efforts in Zambezi Valley (Jan. 5, 2016); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU 

film (May 9, 2016); CF Emails to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU Reports (June 15, 2015, May 23, 2016, & Jan. 18, 

2017). 
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vehicles.  DAPU’s expenditures in 2015 topped $80,000 and in 2014, they were over $72,000.  This 

is an expanding program, and has contributed significantly to anti-poaching in the Zambezi Valley, 

including through the additional support of aerial surveillance.  Mr. Jines’ hunt took place in the 

Mbire District and with Charlton McCallum Safaris.  Mr. Jines’ hunting fees, including his trophy 

fee and voluntary contributions, are directly contributing to DAPU and the operators’ extensive 

community investment. 

• The SOAZ Report identified almost $1 million spent on anti-poaching in 2013 by a small sample of 

14 operators.  These operators employed a total of 245 scouts on the ground, an average of 17-

18 scouts per company. 

• Lodzi Hunters collaborates with the Binga district council to restore wildlife in their concession, on 

which they have a long-term lease.  They maintain a 12-member anti-poaching team that patrols 

the concession and the borders of Hwange National Park.  Lodzi Hunters coordinates with ZPWMA 

to ensure full and efficient coverage.  Lodzi Hunters’ anti-poaching and incentives programs cost 

the company over $350,000 per year, in addition to their contractual payments to the CAMPFIRE 

district and wards.  95% of Lodzi Hunters’ income comes from elephant hunting. 

In short, the private-sector’s contributions against poaching are extensive.  They were not duly considered 

in the Denials, even though they are an essential component of Zimbabwe’s elephant management.59  For 

this reason, the Denials should be reconsidered, and will need to be reversed based on proper evaluation 

of the submitted data. 

Reason for Reconsideration 6: Revenues Generated from Elephant Hunting in Zimbabwe are Reinvested 

in Elephant Conservation Efforts by ZPWMA and CAMPFIRE Communities 

The information provided to the FWS documents that elephant hunting accounts for the largest percent 

of revenue generated by hunting across all four land categories (safari areas, communal land, private land, 

and forestry areas).  In 2014, over $6.2 million in trophy fees was generated from elephant hunts, with $5 

million of that revenue accruing to ZPWMA to reinvest in wildlife management and enforcement.60  Over 

50% of that revenue comes from U.S. hunters.61  Put differently, “the African elephant is one of the biggest 

drawcard species from a hunting perspective and is at the centre of all the major hunts… Generally hunting 

contributed an average of USD22m to the country’s GDP in 2014 and 2015...”62 

A significant portion of ZPWMA’s operating budget relies upon hunting income (although that proportion 

declined in 2015, as hunting income has decreased, largely due to the FWS’ elephant suspension and non-

issuance of lion import permits).63  Most of this is attributable to elephant hunts.  In turn, most of ZPWMA’s 

operating funds are directed to ranger salaries, anti-poaching, and law enforcement—over $3.1 million in 

Safari Areas alone (and staff costs in Safari Areas are covered by hunting revenues).  Put simply, most of 

the revenues coming in from elephant hunting are reinvested in and contribute to the protection and 

                                                           
59 Plan, p. 12 (“The Role of Sport Hunting in Elephant Conservation”). 

60 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 48. 

61 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 41. 

62 ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), 

p. 9-10. 

63 ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 21. 
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recovery of elephant by being reinvested in law enforcement and anti-poaching.64  The Denials’ failure to 

consider the July 2015 Response and information about ZPWMA’s revenue, budget, and expenditures 

requires reconsideration and reversal. 

In communal areas, elephant hunting is the financial backbone of CAMPFIRE.  CAMPFIRE is the mechanism 

whereby communities benefit from living with wildlife, and largely from living with elephant.  The program 

has built tolerance within communities through creation of incentives, especially due to the funding of 

infrastructure projects that improve rural livelihoods across communities.65  The Finding correctly admits 

that “CAMPFIRE plays a role in elephant management.”  More precisely, CAMPFIRE plays an essential role 

in elephant conservation by reducing conflicts between elephant and the communities who maintain 

elephant on their lands.  Zimbabwe’s Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 empowered rural people living 

among wildlife to effectively benefit from it.  CAMPFIRE is the mechanism created to facilitate this. 

From 1989-2006, CAMPFIRE channeled more than $20 million to rural villages and $17 million to rural 

district councils.66  From 2010-2015, hunting fees accounted for over $11 million in revenue, 70% of which 

came from elephant hunting (until the suspension reduced demand for elephant hunting), and two-thirds 

of which came from U.S. elephant hunters.  Put differently, over $5 million accrued directly to CAMPFIRE 

communities from U.S. elephant hunters until the suspension reduced that amount, e.g., to 54% of hunts 

in 2014.67  (Until then, 70% of CAMPFIRE revenue was generated by elephant hunts and $550,000 in trophy 

fees alone were generated in communal lands in 2014.68)  These income receipts are “often understated,” 

as economic multipliers “are not captured as part of CAMPFIRE income,” and “[t]he proportion of safari 

operating expenses paid locally in the form of wages and salaries, and purchase of materials is often not 

recorded.”69 

According to the most recent audit of participating CAMPFIRE districts, “Data from 9 CAMPFIRE Districts 

… shows that approximately 60% of the allocated quota is utilized and that the majority of hunters (53%) 

originate from America.  These hunters have contributed US$9 million … during the period 2010-2015 

compared to US$8 million by the 40 other nations.... The income generated from trophy fees in the last 6 

                                                           
64 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 36-41, 48-51; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural 

Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 9-10. 

65 E.g., CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 1-11; CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-24; CF Email to T. Van Norman 

attaching CAMPFIRE Income Analysis; CAMPFIRE Association, The Role of Trophy Hunting of Elephant in Support of 

the Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE Program (Dec. 2016), p. 12-16 (“CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report”), publicly available 

at http://campfirezimbabwe.org/index.php/downloads. 

66 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 8; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 9-11; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal 

Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), p. 19, (U.S. hunters make up 76% 

of CAMPFIRE clients). 

67 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 1, 6 (“it is highly probable that the decline in 

hunting income for 2014 was largely caused by the suspension of trophy imports by United States of America.  The 

suspension has a lag effect on income, and preliminary calculations of earnings for 2015 indicate a further continuing 

decline.”); CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. 9-11. 

68 ZPWMA July 2015 Response, p. 48, 50; see also CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings, p. 6-24. 

69 ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 2016), 

p. 17; see also p. 11-20. 
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years (2010 – 2015) is approximately US$11.4 million of which elephant trophy fees contributed 65%.”70  

In short, U.S. elephant hunters are the critical source of funds for CAMPFIRE communities. 

Hunting funds are invested in projects that benefit the communities overall: building classrooms or clinics; 

purchasing farm equipment; rehabilitating water supplies; purchasing vehicles used in wildlife monitoring 

and anti-poaching; installing solar power; and many other infrastructure improvements.  CAMPFIRE links 

these tangible benefits for rural residents to protection of wildlife.  Its infrastructure creates conservation 

officers and monitoring programs, and employs game scouts, which generates significant benefits for the 

elephant as well.  This is vital because otherwise elephant are largely viewed as threats, not assets.71 

The grant of Appropriate Authority means that ZPWMA foregoes the fees from hunting in CAMPFIRE areas, 

and the fees and other benefits accrue to the communities.  Operators in CAMPFIRE communities contract 

with the district councils, and are bound to pay trophy, concession, and other fees—or more, depending 

on their contracts—to the councils (41%) and to the wards directly (55%).  Conservation Force submitted 

documentation evidencing that many operators contribute much more than just fees.  For example, in the 

Mbire District in which Mr. Jines hunted, Charlton McCallum Safaris operates a “genuine joint venture” 

with the Mbire district council and wards.  In 2013-2015, Charlton McCallum Safaris paid over $1.05 million 

in fees and revenue-sharing, including over $470,000 directly into ward accounts.  The district significantly 

benefits from this partnership, including: constructing a clinic and nurses’ houses; constructing a wildlife 

administration office; constructing storerooms; constructing 14 classroom blocks, seven teachers’ houses, 

and one school office; constructing and equipping of grinding mills; and constructing and equipping two 

hand-pump boreholes, water pipes, toilets, water storage; constructing one tourist camp; acquiring two 

tractors.72  90% of the district’s income comes from hunting and ~35% of that is from elephant hunting.  

90% of hunting clients are U.S. citizens.  In short, at least $330,750 accrued to the Mbire district and rural 

communities as a result of U.S. elephant hunters in 2013-2015.73  This is but one example.  Conservation 

Force has submitted evidence of many more, including contributions of Lodzi Hunters and Martin Pieters 

Safaris, among others.74 

The Denials do not consider the best-available information.  They rely upon the Finding, which cites to old 

and limited data on CAMPFIRE.  The best-available information demonstrating CAMPFIRE’s benefits must 

be evaluated, and accordingly, the Denials should be reconsidered and reversed. 

                                                           
70 CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii. 

71 CAMPFIRE Association Report, p. 3-4, 7-11; CAMPFIRE Income Analysis, p. 1-2; CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, 

p. 9-19; ZPWMA, Presentation, Legal Trade, Conservation, and Rural Livelihoods: A Zimbabwean Perspective (Dec. 

2016), p. 20-22.  See also CAMPFIRE—Role of Hunting Report, p. ii (in the period 2009-2015, “96 human lives were 

lost to wildlife attacks, with elephant accounting for more than half of those deaths.  Yet despite these challenges, 

communities still retain a high level of tolerance for elephants, but this support is rapidly dissipating as a result of the 

loss of income from trophy hunting.  This places almost two million ha of land at risk, including the risk of increasing 

retaliatory killing through poisoning and illegal wildlife crime.”). 

72 Chief Sen. D. Chisunga, Land Use Planning at the Local Level, Presentation at the 14th African Wildlife Consultative 

Forum (Nov. 10, 2015). 

73 CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 3-7 (citing Charlton McCallum Safaris, Elephant Hunting in Mbire District – A Perspective 

of the Private Sector (Nov. 17, 2014) & related attachments. 

74 Please see attached Index of Information Submitted. 
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Reason for Reconsideration 7: 

Local Conservation Efforts Effectively Share the Responsibilities of Elephant Conservation  

The Denials should be reconsidered because Conservation Force, ZPWMA, SOAZ, and others have provided 

extensive documentation of the benefits to elephant generated by “local conservation efforts.”  The FWS 

does not discuss this information specifically, but it should.  This information proves that the contributions 

of safari operators, anti-poaching units, CAMPFIRE communities, private landholders/conservancies, and 

associated non-profits are integral to the functioning of Zimbabwe’s wildlife management system.  They 

are not “limited” efforts.  They are extensive, and reduce the burden on ZPWMA’s resources. 

As Conservation Force and ZPWMA previously explained, conservation work is frequently carried out by 

non-governmental entities in Zimbabwe.75
  The Parks and Wildlife Act Chapter 20:14 devolved Appropriate 

Authority to private and communal landholders.  Through this “government mechanism,” the “legal right 

to utilize and manage wildlife on their property” was transferred to the landholders.76  Due to this transfer, 

non-governmental entities such as safari operators, CAMPFIRE district councils, and private conservancies 

have both the authority and the obligation to protect, conserve, monitor, and benefit from wildlife in their 

areas.77  As ZPWMA wrote: 

Fundamentally, ZimParks supports local efforts by providing a conducive legislative and 

policy environment which allows the private and community sectors to thrive.  The grant 

of Appropriate Authority Status to private properties and Rural District councils is a case in 

point.78 

ZPWMA supports local conservation efforts through training, support, and more.  

The contributions of non-governmental interest to wildlife conservation are not limited or localized.  

Taken together, they cover the country.79  A few examples from the information provided to the FWS are 

below: 

• Lodzi Hunters, in the Northwest Matabeleland and Sebungwe ranges, contributed over $680,000 

over two years to CAMPFIRE wards, to improve livelihoods, employ scouts, and increase tolerance 

of elephant and other species.  The operator also maintains a twelve-person anti-poaching team.80  

Similarly, Charlton McCallum Safaris in the Zambezi Valley shares revenues with Mbire CAMPFIRE 

wards and the district council.  In two years, the fees shared topped $750,000 (of which $380,000+ 

                                                           
75 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 15-16, 23-25; CF Oct. 2014 Comment, p. 28 & related attachments; see also R. 

Martin, Personal Comment: Ban on the Import of Elephant Trophies into the USA from Tanzania and Zimbabwe (Oct. 

2014), p. 6 & attachment, M. Murphree & R. Martin, Shifting Paradigms, Policy and Processes in Conservation and 

Development over the Past Four Decades (2013). 

76 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 15-16. 

77 ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response, p. 18-21 (“This arrangement [Appropriate Authority] incentivizes landowners and 

tenants to not only tolerate wildlife, but to conserve and promote conservation and protection of wildlife…”), p. 25-

27 (identifying contributions of safari operators, NGOs, conservancies, communal areas to wildlife conservation). 

78 ZPWMA April 2014 Response, p. 25. 

79 Please see attached map, which shows the breadth of these “local” operations. 

80 CF Jan. 2015 Comment & related attachments. 
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went directly to ward accounts) and anti-poaching expenditures topped $150,000.81  Each of these 

operators is lessening the government’s burden of community support and anti-poaching patrols 

by committing their private resources to these purposes. 

• A small operator, Pro Safaris in the Zambezi Valley, allocates 6% of its turnover for water pumping, 

water pan installation, and other conservation activities.  Pro Safaris maintains a ten-person anti-

poaching team to patrol a 40-km international border,82 which allows ZPWMA rangers to focus on 

patrolling the national park instead of the Safari Area. 

• The Tashinga Initiative is a non-profit in the Zambezi Valley that obtains anti-poaching equipment, 

coordinates anti-poaching efforts, and organized the Sebungwe elephant management planning 

workshop.  The Tashinga Initiative is supported by local safari operators (hunting and photo), and 

international donors like the Houston Safari Club.83 

• Also in the Zambezi Valley/Sebungwe range, Martin Pieters Safaris maintains three patrol teams, 

and are helping develop a community-owned conservancy with two additional patrol teams.  The 

company teams have recovered 15,000+ snares since 2007, and their nearly 300 patrols support 

ZPWMA’s monitoring in this area.  The community scouts were intensively trained by the operator 

teams.  These scouts cooperate with ZPWMA against poaching in the Omay and Gokwe communal 

lands.84 

• Save and Bubye Valley Conservancies in the Southeast Lowveld range each spend over $500,000 

annually on anti-poaching and invest another $200,000+ in nearby villages.  The conservancies do 

not draw on ZPWMA resources at all.  They are wholly responsible (and largely depend on hunting 

income) to secure a land area about the size of New Jersey, the world’s third-largest black rhino 

population, and an elephant population that exceeds 2,000.85 

• CAMPFIRE communities monitor poaching losses and PAC off-take.  They collaborate with ZPWMA 

to detect poaching and have developed a mutual informer network together.  They also work with 

ZPWMA and safari operators to avoid problem animal off-takes and non-destructively deter crop-

raiding elephant.86  Because they have Appropriate Authority, they collaborate with ZPWMA, but 

do not need to depend on ZPWMA for wildlife management. 

• The SOAZ report included data from 14 operators across the entire elephant range.  It reported 

on these operators’ monitoring of elephant populations and poaching losses and their anti-

                                                           
81 CF Dec. 2014 Comment, p. 5-6 & related attachments; CF Jan. 2015 Comment & related attachments; CF Email to 

T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU film (May 9, 2016); CF Emails to T. Van Norman forwarding DAPU Reports (June 15, 

2015, May 23, 2016, & Jan. 18, 2017). 

82 Pro Safaris Report (2016). 

83 E.g., CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding information on anti-poaching in the Zambezi Valley and Sebungwe 

(Nov. 30, 2015); CF Email to T. Van Norman forwarding Tashinga Initiative press release (May 22, 2016); CF Email to 

T. Van Norman forwarding article on success in building new communications base (Nov. 14, 2016). 

84 Martin Pieters Safaris, Blog Posts, publicly available at http://www.martinpieterssafaris.com/blog/. 

85 B. du Preez et al., Sport-Hunting and Lion (Panthera leo) Conservation in Zimbabwe (Jan. 31, 2016); B. du Preez, 

Bubye Valley Conservancy Lion Research Report (Jan. 12, 2016); R. Groom, Hunting in Zimbabwe’s Save Valley 

Conservancy (Jan. 27, 2013). 

86 See generally CAMPFIRE Workshop Proceedings. 
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poaching investment of almost $1 million in 2013.  The 14 companies together employed 245 anti-

poaching personnel, and cooperated closely with ZPWMA.87 

The Finding highlights the Mana Pools elephant management planning workshop.  It should also mention 

the Sebungwe and South East Lowveld workshops.  They exemplify the public-private-communal partner-

ship existing in Zimbabwe because stakeholders have Appropriate Authority.  The Finding reveals the FWS’ 

misunderstanding of Zimbabwe’s conservation system, which requires reconsideration and reversal of the 

Denials.88 

Reason for Reconsideration 8: Enhancement has been Shown 

The FWS has defined “enhancement” as benefits to the species, such as protection of habitat, generation 

of conservation and anti-poaching funding, and reduction of human-wildlife conflicts through generation 

of conservation incentives.  The information submitted to the FWS demonstrates that licensed, regulated 

hunting of elephant in Zimbabwe satisfies this standard.  This information shows how hunting justifies the 

existence of significant elephant range.89  It substantiates the anti-poaching partnership among ZPWMA, 

hunting operators, and communities, and demonstrates the success of their efforts (declining PIKE).  It 

shows that communities are incentivized not to retaliate against elephant (low PAC offtakes).  It describes 

the pre-suspension benefits generated for CAMPFIRE communities.  The success of Zimbabwe’s elephant 

management is underscored by the fact there are over 80,000 elephants in the country, and significant 

anti-poaching gains in the border area of the Zambezi Valley.  

The FWS demands “enhancement.”  It has been shown.  Sustainable offtakes have been shown.  A stable 

elephant population has been shown.  A well-managed and responsive elephant management system has 

been proven.  The continued suspension obstructs this enhancement from reaching the elephant—and 

the people—of Zimbabwe.  We encourage the FWS to stop moving the target.  The FWS cannot continue 

to rely upon a Finding that ignores the facts. 

  

                                                           
87 SOAZ Report, p. 4. 

88 The Finding’s first sentence is almost verbatim to the July finding, and still fails to respond to CF’s objections on this 

point.  We objected that we did not “emphasize the economic impact of the suspension to local conservation efforts,” 

though that information was available in our submissions.  The Finding’s failure to respond to this objection, and its 

cutting-and-pasting of prior writing, merits reconsideration; it clearly does not consider the best-available and most 

current information.  Note that the attachments in CF’s comment also pointed to data showing “whether and to 

what extent these individuals would reduce their conservation efforts based on the inability of U.S. hunters to import 

a sport-hunted trophy,” e.g., in the submitted Declarations, Charlton McCallum Safaris and DAPU documents, SOAZ 

Report, CAMPFIRE Reports, R. Martin Fourth Report, and more.  E.g., CF June 2014 Comment Attachments; CF Oct. 

2014 Comment Attachments. 

89 It should be noted that there is far more land secured in areas which allow, and largely rely upon, sustainable use.  

Compare the approximately 27,000 km2 of habitat in national parks to the approximately 19,000 km2 in Safari Areas, 

~48,000 km2 in CAMPFIRE areas, and 7,000+ km2 in conservancies. 

IUCN/UN, Protected Planet, http://blog.protectedplanet.net. 
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Given all this information, the Applicants request reconsideration, and reversal of the Denials. 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 

  
 Conservation Force 

 3240 S. I-10 Service Road W., Suite 200 

 Metairie, Louisiana 70001-6911 

 Phone: 504-837-1233 

 Fax: 504-837-1145 

 Email: cf@conservationforce.org 

 

CC:  Bryan Arroyo 

 Dr. Rosemarie Gnam 

 

Attachments:  Index 

USB containing information submitted to the FWS by Conservation Force and ZPWMA 
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deposit and the second is like a bank robbery, without sustainable limits.  Trophy hunting revenues are 

vital because there are not enough tourists to otherwise generate income to support all protected areas.  

Eco-tourism revenues are typically sufficient to cover the costs of only some of the parks and certainly 

not to justify wildlife as a land use outside of protected areas.  Hunting is able to generate revenues 

under a wider range of scenarios than eco-tourism, including in remote areas lacking infra-structure, 

attractive scenery, or high densities of viewable wildlife.  Consequently, elephant and other wildlife 

populations will be negatively affected through reduced conservation efforts arising from low funding 

and reduced goodwill from the communities, when in reality the elephant has the economic potential to 

raise adequate funds to support itself and other species.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe confirms its 

commitment to the sustainable use of elephant and other wildlife in this Action Plan. (p. 12, Box 1) 

- v) Private sector: The corporate community participates in elephant management mainly through 

resource mobilization.  Safari operators report poaching and assist in anti-poaching patrols.  Through 

lease and trophy fees they provide revenue to ZPWMA.  They help develop infrastructure, provide funds 

to communities and supplement diets with meat from trophy animals.  Zimbabwe subscribes to the 

principle of sustainable utilisation of wildlife resources including elephants.  Sport hunting is the principal 

form of wildlife utilisation whereby offtakes are adaptively managed and monitored through a 

participatory and science based process.  This process allows for sustainable offtakes, and rigorous 

resource monitoring programmes that allow recruitment within a population to ensure the continued 

survival of the population in the wild.  The high economic value conferred to the elephant through 

consumptive utilisation has also resulted in increased tolerance by local communities. (p. 12) 

- vi) Local communities: Local communities are involved in elephant management in CAMPFIRE areas, 

through sharing of information, advocacy and wildlife protection.  They report human-elephant conflicts 

and carryout some of the conflict management activities.  (p. 12-13) 

- The Importance of Community Based Conservation to the Future of Elephant Management in Zimbabwe: 

The Community Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) of Zimbabwe has 

been widely regarded as one of Africa’s most successful contemporary conservation initiatives.  It 

permits the residents of communal lands – basically the poor rural communities – to share in the benefits 

generated by wildlife utilization on those lands by granting Appropriate Authority to Rural District 

Councils (RDCs) to manage wildlife on communal lands and requiring a certain percentage of revenue to 

be paid to the wards and councils.  CAMPFIRE operates in about 50,000 km2 (12.7%) of land in 

Zimbabwe.  This is roughly equivalent landmass to the Parks and Wildlife Estate.  CAMPFIRE encompasses 

about 777,000 households with an average family size of five, who face food insecurity and deep poverty 

(average income $1 a day).  Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated $39 million of which $21.5 

million was allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits 
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(26%), and community projects (52%).  About 90% of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with 

elephant hunting contributing more than 70% of annual revenue.  Based on the Constitution of the 

CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major hunting RDCs use CAMPFIRE revenue-sharing 

guidelines.  In these districts safari operators pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank 

accounts using the following breakdown: CAMPFIRE community share (55%), RDC fees (41%), CAMPFIRE 

Association levy (4%).  Despite its achievements CAMPFIRE still faces fundamental challenges.  In 

particular, the development strategies of households in CAMPFIRE areas focus on land uses that are 

incompatible with wildlife such as human immigration to rural areas, the extension of basic agricultural 

schemes and increased livestock numbers.  Other CAMPFIRE challenges include: (i) the downturn in 

Zimbabwe’s economy and tourism sector post-2000, (ii) great reliance on consumptive trophy hunting 

and less focus on other uses and non-consumptive uses of natural resources, (iii) increasing human 

populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key wildlife districts, and (iv) lack of re-investment 

in development, fixed assets, human capital, and management and protection of wildlife in CAMPFIRE 

areas.  Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s Government, 

and a review dedicated to improving the programme, including greater devolution of ownership of 

wildlife to communities, is ongoing and should be finalized by the end of 2015.  Zimbabwe’s Government 

recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends entirely on those among whom they live.  Unless 

local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached to the point where just a few remain in fortified 

reserves.  CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the future of wildlife in communal areas rests on the 

success of this programme. (p. 12-13, Box 2) 

- 1.3.5 Links with continental (African Elephant Action Plan / SADC) and other regional initiatives: This 

Action Plan recognizes the existence of the African Elephant Action Plan and initiatives that are currently 

taking place at a continental level, including by the African Union.  These include the development of the 

Common Strategy on Combating Illegal Exploitation and Illegal Trade in Wild Fauna and Flora in Africa.  

At the SADC level initiatives involve developing a Plan of Action and implementing the SADC Protocol on 

Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement.  This Action Plan will be reviewed periodically in the light of 

developments that are taking place in the SADC Region, Africa and beyond. 

- 1.3.6 Regional strategies within Zimbabwe: The devolution of management oversight to regional levels, 

with more detailed action plans within the national plan, provides the basis for effective adaptive 

management at regional and local levels.  As set forth in the framework below (Sections 3 and 4), four 

regional plans have been drafted to address the unique challenges of each region, and will implement 

the broader goals of this national Action Plan at a more specific level.  In addition, Park-level plans for 

specific protected areas (including Hwange National Park, Mana Pools National Park, and Gonarezhou 
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- Getting a basic agreement of implementation in the 4 relevant regions.  

- Some work towards Law Enforcement, Monitoring, Investigations, Training and Community 

Relations. As of August 2016, more than USD 1 million had been spent on these activities. 

- Constraints and Challenges: One of the major challenges regarding implementation of the EMP is with 

regards to the adoption of stricter domestic measures by the United States of America.  This has had the 

net effect of further reducing the revenue from hunting into the Authority, which therefore affects the 

budget allocated to resource protection, in particular the elephant in this case.  One of the key 

impediments towards the full and comprehensive implementation of the Elephant Management Plan is 

the limited resources.  However, Zimbabwe is at an advanced stage in the development of resource 

mobilisation strategies.  These strategies include partnering with both local and international institutions 

in resourcing and financing aspects of the programme. (p. 2-3) 

- Priorities: Due to the fact that Zimbabwe is experiencing some funding constraints with respect to the full 

implementation of the Elephant Management Plan, which means therefore that it will not be possible to 

fully implement every aspect of the plan at the same time, we have developed a set of priorities (all 

drawn from the plan), that we feel are implementable and enable the work of conservation to proceed 

smoothly.   

- Law Enforcement: Law enforcement continues to be one of the most critical aspects of this strategy.  

From the perspective of the EMP, it has also to date been allocated the biggest budget (Table 1).  

While strategic gaps still exist with respect to the law enforcement capacity (the numbers of rangers 

on the ground are still in need of improving to effectively cover that Parks Estate, more patrol kits 

and equipment are still required to improve enforcement capacity).  In order to effectively combat 

poaching and illegal trade the Law enforcement capabilities are top priority.  

- Monitoring: Biological monitoring and management, with respect to the priorities for this plan 

would come in as a second priority.  This enables monitoring programmes and research to support 

science based adaptive management of elephants in this action plan.  The resource allocation to 

this activity needs to be dramatically improved, although innovations have had to be put in place to 

manage that insufficient resource allocation.  Rangers on patrol also carry out significant monitoring 

activities which feed into the biological monitoring and management of the elephants.  

- Investigations/Intelligence: The investigations capacity (together with training) are critical 

components of this action plan.  To date of the available resources, allocations to investigations 

have been minimal. Innovations have also been developed in this area, for support from various 

private players, institutions and state institutions in the investigative processes. (p. 3) 
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ZPWMA Dec. 2014 Response - The quota-setting process is participatory involving private landowners, ZimParks and CAMPFIRE or local 

community wildlife managers.  Quotas are set so as to have a representative number of animals that can 

be safely removed during a hunting season without inflicting biological damage to the population.  The 

aim of quotas is to ensure that the utilization of wildlife is sustainable.  Data on genetic drift, estimated 

population, disease outbreak, trophy size, age of animal hunted, habitat status and illegal offtake is used 

to safeguard sustainable quotas … Trophy quality is monitored and quotas are adjusted in order to 

maintain desired trophy quality. (p. 7-8) 

- As an example in 2014 to date over 90 cases of PAC have been reported whilst only 37 elephants have 

been killed.  This is in line with the annual average offtake of 40 individuals [as PAC].  It is therefore not 

true to state that the number of elephants taken on PAC is equal to or may exceed the number of 

elephants taken on sport hunting. (p. 23) 

- ln Zimbabwe, the quota setting process is participatory.  This participatory quota setting process is ideal 

as it aims at having a co management approach where all the relevant stake holders become active 

participants who complement the Authority’s efforts.  Inputs into the quota setting process includes 

population estimates, densities, distribution patterns, habitat quality, trophy quality, hunting success 

rate, ranger based monitoring reports, environmental variations, natural mortality, capture and 

translocations, diseases, size of hunting area, management systems in place, CITES National Export 

quotas, trade and export data.  Before any hunting takes place in Zimbabwe, the hunter has to have a 

hunting quota which will have been determined through an annual transparent consultative quota 

setting workshops.  The workshops are done at local community and property level first and foremost.  

At this level stakeholders include: field managers, safari operators, technical specialists and local 

community.  Secondly, the process then goes to a national quota setting level where the Scientific 

Authority in this case ZIMPARKS ecologists and all other stakeholders will be present.  The Scientific 

Authority through an adaptive management process and rigorous resource monitoring programme, uses 

all the information generated to ensure that all off-takes are sustainable.  Quotas can be reduced to 

allow recruitment into a population if there is a decline in trophy quality or low hunting success rate and 

other factors such as poaching.  Quotas are therefore adjusted annually in response to prevailing 

conditions.  As an example, the proposed 2015 sport hunting quotas were set in consultative workshops 

held at various centres around the country using a participatory approach taking into account factors 

that influence the ecological viability of the hunted species such as population numbers, spatial 

distribution, management practices (especially for private properties), illegal harvest levels, offtake rates 

(hunting success) and trophy quality trends. Preliminary results of the just concluded aerial census of 

elephants and other mega herbivores, trophy quality trends and offtake rates from the TR2 database 

were the main sources of information for input into the quota determination process.  Overall, there 
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there is a decline in trophy quality.  All the off-takes for the African elephant in Zimbabwe are 

sustainable.  Key factors that Zimbabwe considers when setting quotas are shown in Table 8. (p. 25) 

- Table 8: Some key factors considered in quota setting (p. 26) 

- Figure 8: Export of sport hunted elephant trophies from Zimbabwe (2008 – 2013) Source: (TR2 Database 

ZPWMA 2014) (p. 31) 

- The ZPWMA has a comprehensive system to monitor off-takes from the elephant population.  All field 

stations report on a monthly basis, animals killed through all forms of offtake.  Safari operators are 

required by law to submit returns to the ZPWMA of all the animals taken through a Tourism Hunt Return 

Form (TR2).  All elephants killed through Problem Animal Control (PAC) and recreational hunting are 

considered as part of the annual off-take quota to ensure that the offtakes are sustainable.  Trophies 

taken on PAC cannot be exported. (p. 31) 

- Some elephants are taken in communal areas during problem animal management but the off-takes 

other very low and insignificant.  In addition to problem elephant management, other elephant off takes 

are for training of ZPWMA staff and professional hunters on how to handle dangerous game and again 

the numbers are very low and insignificant.  Private properties have approved Elephant Management 

Plans but apply for annual sport hunting and management quotas.  For example, Save Valley Conservancy 

has an approved Elephant Management Plan for its closed elephant population.  The elephant population 

is increasing in this closed system.  On this private property, culling is done on an annual basis as a 

management tool to control the elephant population… (p. 31-32) 

- CONCLUSION: In view of the foregoing, Zimbabwe is making use of the best available scientific 

information on the status of the African elephant in the country to make non-detriment findings.  The 

current harvest levels are not detrimental to the survival of the species.  It is also evident that both 

quantitative and qualitative data is used in the decisionmaking process.  The African elephant population 

in Zimbabwe is growing and that current levels of trade are not detrimental to the survival of the African 

elephant in the wild.  The species exists and is well monitored throughout its range.  In most of the areas 

where the elephant occurs however there is local over-abundance and severe habitat conversion.  The 

Government of Zimbabwe has recently revised its policies and legislation to promote wildlife 

conservation and to support local community development programmes.  Levels of harvest and quotas 

for the African elephant are determined through an adaptive management approach, using baseline 

data, monitoring the impacts of previous harvests and responding to environmental variations.  It is 

evident that quotas and offtake levels for the African elephant fall within very safe and sustainable limits 

in Zimbabwe.  Protocols for monitoring are in place but significant resources are required to carry out 

regular national aerial surveys.  Efforts by the Government of Zimbabwe through the strict management 
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(average income $1 a day).  Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated $39 million of which $21.5 

million was allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits 

(26%), and community projects (52%).  About 90% of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with 

elephant hunting contributing more than 70% of annual revenue.  Based on the Constitution of the 

CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major hunting RDCs use CAMPFIRE revenue-sharing 

guidelines.  In these districts safari operators pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank 

accounts using the following breakdown: CAMPFIRE community share (55%), RDC fees (41%), CAMPFIRE 

Association levy (4%).  Despite its achievements CAMPFIRE still faces fundamental challenges.  In 

particular, the development strategies of households in CAMPFIRE areas focus on land uses that are 

incompatible with wildlife such as human immigration to rural areas, the extension of basic agricultural 

schemes and increased livestock numbers.  Other CAMPFIRE challenges include: (i) the downturn in 

Zimbabwe’s economy and tourism sector post-2000, (ii) great reliance on consumptive trophy hunting 

and less focus on other uses and non-consumptive uses of natural resources, (iii) increasing human 

populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key wildlife districts, and (iv) lack of re-investment 

in development, fixed assets, human capital, and management and protection of wildlife in CAMPFIRE 

areas.  Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s Government, 

and a review dedicated to improving the programme, including greater devolution of ownership of 

wildlife to communities, is ongoing and should be finalized by the end of 2015.  Zimbabwe’s Government 

recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends entirely on those among whom they live.  Unless 

local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached to the point where just a few remain in fortified 

reserves.  CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the future of wildlife in communal areas rests on the 

success of this programme. (p. 12-13, Box 2) 

- 1.3.8 Human elephant conflict: As Zimbabwe’s human population grows, elephant are being restricted to 

smaller areas and as their populations expand they increasingly move out of their designated habitat, 

and raid crops and sometimes threaten human lives.  As a result in many rural areas where elephants 

exist in Zimbabwe, human-elephant conflicts are increasing, creating substantial negative attitudes to the 

conservation efforts of elephants.  These are often among the poorest rural farmers, which makes the 

issue complex in social and economic terms.  Unresolved conflicts stimulate poaching or retaliation.  

Poachers or retaliators can be seen as “local heroes” because they provide meat to the communities and 

resolve the conflict.  A major challenge for elephant management is keeping human-elephant conflicts to 

a minimum.  Developing a Social, Economic, and Cultural Framework has been identified as a Key 

Component of this Action Plan in an effort to address and reduce human-elephant conflicts.  (p. 15) 

- Towards a Comprehensive Strategy to Reduce Human-Elephant Conflict: Some methods of reducing 

human-elephant conflict focus on curing the effects, not the cause.  Such methods include chilli sprays, 
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clinics and other programs that benefit the community.  The cost of living with wildlife, and particularly 

elephants, is shown through providing data on the scale of crop damage (7,000ha over 6 years) that has a 

significant impact in terms of its monetary value on rural communities who face food insecurity and deep 

poverty (average income US$1 a day).  96 human lives were lost to wildlife attacks, with elephant 

accounting for more than half of those deaths.  Yet despite these challenges, communities still retain a 

high level of tolerance for elephants, but this support is rapidly dissipating as a result of the loss of 

income from trophy hunting.  This places almost two million hectares of wild land at risk, including the 

risk of increasing retaliatory killing through poisoning and illegal wildlife crime.  A way forward is 

discussed outlining how the resumption of trophy imports can offset the challenges facing the CAMPFIRE 

program and through this, enhance the conservation of elephant outside of the protected areas. (p. ii) 

- In summary, CAMPFIRE protects about 50,000 km2 (12.7%) of land in Zimbabwe (Figure 1).  Benefits from 

wildlife and other incomes encompass:  

- Approximately 777,000 households (25%) in Zimbabwe benefited from CAMPFIRE directly or 

indirectly;  

- Approximately 25% of Zimbabwe’s people are receiving incentives to conserve wildlife and prevent 

anti-poaching through CAMPFIRE;  

- Between 1994 and 2012, CAMPFIRE generated US$39 million of which US$21.5 million was 

allocated to communities and used for resource management (22%), household benefits (26%), and 

community projects (52%).  

- About 90% of CAMPFIRE revenue comes from hunting with elephant hunting contributing up to 

70% of annual revenue.  

- Based on Constitution of the CAMPFIRE Association as amended in 2007, all major RDCs use 

CAMPFIRE revenue sharing guidelines, and in these districts revenue is paid directly into community 

controlled bank accounts by safari operators using the following guideline: RDC fees (41%), 

CAMPFIRE Association Levy (4%), and CAMPFIRE community (55%). (p. 5) 

- The CAMPFIRE program relies almost exclusively on income from hunting. (p. 5) 

- Figure 2: Total allocation of trophy elephant (N=1087) to nine major CAMPFIRE areas over a 6-year 

period (p. 7) 

- A total of 1,087 elephants have been allocated on quota to nine major CAMPFIRE areas since 2010 

(Figure 2).  This equates to 180 elephants per year.  The distribution of this quota among the nine 

CAMPFIRE areas is dictated by the relative density of elephants in the neighboring protected areas and 

those residing in the CAMPFIRE areas.  Tsholotsho, for example, that borders the southern boundary of 

Hwange National Park, was allocated 158 elephants (or 26/year) while Hwange, Binga and Hurungwe 
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CAMPFIRE Areas that do not border onto areas of high elephant densities receive approximately 10 

elephants/year. (p. 7) 

- Figure 3: Overall utilization (%) of elephant quotas in nine major CAMPFIRE Areas over a 6-year period (p. 

8) 

- Table 2: Origin of hunting clients visiting the major CAMPFIRE Areas :2010 – 2015. (p. 8) 

- Figure 4: Contribution of hunting clients to the CAMPFIRE Program (p. 9) 

- Figure 5: Income (US$) generated from the sale of key trophies (p. 10) 

- The importance of the income from elephant is clear from these data.  Trophy fees from elephant 

account for 64% of all fees generated from the key species (approximately US$1.2 million/year).  Buffalo 

(20%) are ranked second while leopard, hippo and crocodile contribute approximately 5% each.  

Noteworthy here is the low contribution of lion (approximately 2%).  This low level of income generation 

is partly a result of the impact of the lion import suspension into the USA and Europe, decreasing quota 

allocations and decreasing offtake levels brought about by the recently imposed lion age hunting 

regulations.  By comparison, the 897 American clients who hunted in CAMPFIRE Areas in the six-year 

period paid US$9 million in trophy fees and daily rates.  Other nationalities, contributed US$8 million. (p. 

10) 

- RDCs can generate income for other revenue streams, notably receiving a percentage of the daily rate, 

concession fees, bed night levies from photographic camps and from the lease/rent of equipment (Figure 

6).  The eight RDCs for which data are available generated approximately US$4 million from these 

revenue streams.  Excluded here are revenues that could have been earned from the sale of ivory 

recovered from problem animal control (PAC) and natural deaths, and from the distribution of meat 

estimated at 550,000kg over the 6-year period. (p. 10) 

- Figure 6: Income (US$) accruing to the RDCs from related income revenue streams (p. 10) 

- Over the last 6 years, the income generated from trophy fees is approximately US$11 million while a 

further US$4 million has come from the sale of hides, concession fees and other sundry income.  The 

agreed split of these funds is that not less than 55% of the revenues is paid as Ward dividends, not more 

than 35% is allocated to the RDC for wildlife management (habitat management, fire control, monitoring, 

hiring of game scouts, etc.), and 15% is retained by the RDC as an administrative levy.  Some RDCs do not 

consider all these revenues as “CAMPFIRE Funds” and segregate trophy fees from the other revenues.  

On average, the CAMPFIRE District Wards received 42% (range 23% - 66%) of the combined Concession 

and Trophy Fees, but the Wards received approximately 58% (range 26% - 77%) of the Trophy Fees 

(Table 3). (p. 11) 
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- Table 3: Summary of the benefit sharing (US$) of hunting related income between RDCs and Wards: 2010 

– 2015 (p. 12) 

- Most RDCs employ Game Scouts to conduct routine patrols and undertake basic law enforcement 

activities.  In most cases this is low key since the CAMPFIRE program relies on members of the 

community to report incidents of wildlife crime, and any other matters related to wildlife in their 

respective Wards and villages. (p. 14) 

- Although the data are incomplete, it is estimated that 7,000ha of crops were destroyed by elephant 

during the 6-year period under review.  It is not possible to accurately place a monetary value to this 

because crop production varies greatly from one year to the next, and from one region to another.  It is 

important however to take into consideration that the impact of crop destruction in the highly prone 

drought areas and areas of low rainfall (e.g. Beit Bridge, Binga, Tsholotsho) is more acute than in areas 

where crop production may be higher.  To place this into perspective, the national average maize yield is 

estimated at 300 – 600kg/ha, and the minimum cash value is US$180/ton.  The approximate value of the 

maize lost is therefore US$500,000 – US$1.0 million … (p. 18) 

- Table 8: Summary of the extent of human – wildlife conflict recorded in CAMPFIRE Wards: 2010 – 2015 

(p. 18) 

- Table 10: Examples of Social Services funded in selected CAMPFIRE areas from Ward Revenues generated 

from sport hunting: 2010-15 (p. 20) 

- The income to CAMPFIRE from the sustainable use of elephants has been declining since 2013, with 2014 

registering a significant drop following the announcement of the ban on ivory imports into America 

(Figure 9).  Although the hunting industry responded by seeking alternative markets (e.g. Russia, Middle 

East), this trend continued through 2015 and unconfirmed reports suggest that the decline has continued 

in 2016. (p. 22) 

- Figure 9: Annual income (US$) and offtake of elephants in 10 CAMPFIRE Districts (p. 23) 

- It is difficult to show concisely how the American ban on importation of elephant ivory from Zimbabwe 

has contributed to the decline in CAMPFIRE revenue and how hunting has enhanced the conservation of 

this species, due to the nature of the hunting industry in the CAMPFIRE areas.  The hunting sector is 

integrated across a wide range of socio-economic activities and withdrawing one segment adversely 

affects a range of other wildlife based activities.  Several indicators are provided here to demonstrate 

this:  

- 1. The US suspension of ivory imports from Zimbabwe has had a significant impact on CAMPFIRE, 

and resulted in the cancellation of 108 out of 189 (57%) elephant hunts in all major districts initially 
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booked by US citizens in 2014.  The net impact of this was a reduction of CAMPFIRE income for all 

areas from US$2.2m in 2013 to US$1.7m in 2014.  A similar pattern prevailed in 2015 (US$1.6m), 

and a further decline is anticipated in 2016 where outfitters struggled to sell elephant safaris and 

those that did had to heavily discount their prices.  

- 2. The key trophy species (elephant, buffalo, leopard, hippo, crocodile and lion) contribute 

approximately US$1.2 million/year to CAMPFIRE revenues.  Elephant account for 64% of these fees. 

(p. 22) 

- 3. Quota utilisation of elephant prior to the ban did not exceed 60% of the CAMPFIRE quota 

allocation.  

- 4. American hunters make up 53% of the clients in CAMPFIRE areas.  

- 5. CAMPFIRE producer Wards receive on average 57% of all trophy revenues.  

- 6. The CAMPFIRE hunting industry in the 9 RDCs covered in this analysis directly supports 104 

producer Wards, representing 737 villages or 85,847 households.  

- 7. The CAMPFIRE program employs managers, officers and game scouts at both the District and 

Ward level who are responsible for monitoring wildlife based land use activities in their areas and 

these are directly paid from safari hunting income.  

- 8. Both RDCs and Wards invest in a variety of equipment that benefits communities and wildlife 

management.  The operational and maintenance costs for this equipment are drawn from safari 

hunting income.  

- 9. RDCs utilise 80% of the CAMPFIRE revenues to support administration and management of the 

program.  20% is invested in global social services that benefit communities at the District level.  

- 10. Producer Wards, representing approximately 2.6 million hectares, bear the cost of living with 

wildlife.  Under the 6-year period under review, elephants are responsible for the destruction of 

approximately 7,000ha of croplands in the 9 Districts.  The minimum cost of this in terms of food 

production is estimated at US$500,000 – US$1.0 million.  

- 11. Producer Wards have elected to invest 55% of their dividends from CAMPFIRE revenues in social 

services (schools, clinics etc.).  74% of these revenues are generated through trophy fees where 

elephant play a significant role.  

- 12. Although CAMPFIRE communities suffer most from elephant crop damage, the number of 

elephant destroyed as problem animals is well within acceptable limits and with few exceptions, has 

little or no impact on population numbers. (p. 23) 

- In conclusion, the CAMPFIRE program relies almost exclusively on revenues generated through hunting. 

These revenues cannot be replaced through alternative wildlife based activities. This places almost two 

million hectares of wild land at risk, including the risk of increasing retaliatory killing through poisoning 
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and illegal wildlife crime.  Wildlife in Communal Lands is under pressure.  Removing any benefits will tip 

the balance and disgruntled CAMPFIRE communities will turn to pastoralism and unsustainable 

agricultural practices, thereby reducing wildlife habitat.  The suspension of trophy imports is effectively 

encouraging communities to become willing tools for poaching – a forced abandonment of CAMPFIRE. 

(p. 23) 

- The presence of regulated hunting can also reduce illegal activities, and private outfitters’ lease 

agreements are being reviewed to include anti-poaching as an obligation of the concessionaire.  Trophy 

hunting revenues are vital to facilitating not only law enforcement activities but also general wildlife 

management.  Alternative wildlife land use practices, e.g. eco-tourism, cannot generate sufficient 

revenues to cover these costs, and certainly not to justify wildlife as a land use outside of protected 

areas.  Hunting can generate revenues under a wider range of scenarios than eco-tourism, including in 

remote areas lacking infra-structure, attractive scenery, or high densities of viewable wildlife.  

Consequently, elephant and other wildlife populations will be negatively affected through reduced 

conservation efforts arising from low funding and reduced goodwill from the communities.  CAMPFIRE 

has been widely regarded as one of Africa’s most successful contemporary conservation initiatives.  

Hunting of elephants plays an integral part in promoting CAMPFIRE as it permits the residents of 

communal lands to share in the benefits generated by wildlife utilization on those lands. (p. 24) 

- As shown above, the bulk of CAMPFIRE’s revenue comes from hunting, with elephant hunting 

contributing more than 60% of annual revenue.  The current revenue sharing guidelines require safari 

outfitters to pay revenue directly into community-controlled bank accounts and this has had a positive 

impact on community attitudes to wildlife conservation.  These funds have been used by RDCs and 

producer Wards to promote wildlife conservation, but despite its achievements, CAMPFIRE still faces 

fundamental challenges.  The most crucial of these challenges is developing strategies to accommodate 

the increasing human populations averaging 16-20 people per km2 in some key CAMPFIRE areas.  

Understandably, the focus of these households is on food security requiring the extension of basic 

agricultural schemes and increased livestock numbers. Such land uses are incompatible with wildlife 

based land use … Despite these challenges, CAMPFIRE stands very high in the agenda of Zimbabwe’s 

Government, and an evaluation dedicated to improving the program is ongoing and should be finalized 

by the end of 2017.  Zimbabwe’s Government recognizes that the survival of wild animals depends 

entirely on those among whom they live.  Unless local people want to save them, wildlife will be poached 

to the point where just a few remain in fortified reserves.  CAMPFIRE is meant to avoid this and the 

future of wildlife in communal areas rests on the success of this program. (p. 24) 

- The hunting of elephants, under sustainable and well-regulated conditions, has the potential to raise 

adequate funds to support itself and other species in CAMPFIRE areas.  For these reasons, Zimbabwe 
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































